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(141 1 [ id] the kind of assistance we've received here is, of course, 

I -- -- 
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r/ 111 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 1 111 recommen&tions a chance to express their views.We consider 

[4 Albuquerque, New Mexico Regional Hearing ( the interaction with the community to be one of the most 
[3] Albuquerque Convention Center / [a] innportant and valuable parts of our review of the Secretary's 
[41 April 20, 1995 / [4] recommendations. 

[ 9 1 [ i j  Let me assure you that all of our Commissioners and 

[61 COMMISSIONERS ATENDING: / [q our staff are well aware of the huge implications of base 
m Chairman Alan J. Dixon I m closure on local communities. We are committed to openness in 

[el Commissioner Al Cornella / [el this process and we are committed to fairness.All the 
191 Commissioner Rebecca Cox 1 IS] material we gather, all the information we get t o m  the 

[I51 

[I61 TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

[ I 1  

[ i s l  REPORTED BY: JENNIFER B&V, RPR-C:M, NM CCR #94 
1191 Bean &Associates, Inc. 

[zo] Professional Court Reporting Service 

1211 500 Marquette, Northwest, Suite 280 

[W Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

1101 Commissioner S. Lee KLing 

(111 Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 

[ i z j  Commissioner Josue Robles 

[13] Commissioner Wendi Steele 

[ i q  greatly appreciated. 

[ i q  Let me tell you how we will proceed here today and 

[I 71 in all of our regional hearings.?he Commission, has assigned 

[ is ]  a block of time to each state affected by the base closure 

[ ig] tist.The overall amount of time was determined by the number 

of installations on the list and the amount of job loss.The 

pi] limits on time will be strictly enforced.We notified the 

pzl appropriate elected officials of this procedure, left it up to 

[ to] Lrepartment of Defense and all of our correspondence is open to 

[ i i ]  the public. 

(121 We're faced with a very unpleasant and painful task, 

[ la] which we intend to carry out as sensitively as we can.Again, 

p] them, working with the local communities to determine how to 

p4]  till the block of time. 

p s ]  ?his morning it's our intention to listen to 

Page 2 Page 4 

[I] COMMISSIONER DIXON: Good morning, ladies and 

[;7 gentlemen, and welcome to the regional hearing of the Defense 

131 Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

[4) My name is Alan Dixon, and I'm chairman of the 

[sl Commission, charged with the task of evaluating the 

[6] recommendations of the Secretary of Defense regarding the 

m closure and realignment and military installations in the 
[s] United States.AIso here wlth us today are my colleagues 

[g] Commissioners Al Cornella, Rebecca Cox, S. Lee KLing,Admiral 

1101 Ben Montoya,Wendi Steele, and General Joe Robles. 

[I 11 First, let me thank all the military and civilian 

1121 personnel who have assisted during our visits to the many bases 

[131 represented at the hearing.Welve spent many &ys looking at 

[ id ]  the installations that are on the Secretary's list and asking 

[ is ]  questions that wiU help us make our decisions.The 

[I 61 cooperation we've received has been exemplary,and we thank you 

( 1 1  very much. 

[ i s ]  The main purpose of the base visits we've conducted 

[ ig ]  is to allow us to see the installations firsthand, and to 

(201 address with military personnel Lhe all-important question of 

[ z i ]  the military value of the base. 

(221 In addition to the base visits, the Commiss~on is 

1231 conducting a total of 11 regional hearings, of which today's is 

[ a ]  the 7th.The main purpose of the regional hearings is to give 

pi] members of the communities affected by these closure 

[I] testimony from the states of New Mexico and Utah for a total of 

[a 150 minutes.At the end of the morning presentations we've set 
131 aside a period of 30 minutes for public comment, at which 
[4] members of the public may speak.We have provided a sign-up 

[ q  sheet for this portion of the hearing, and we hope that anyone 

[6] who wishes to speak has already signed up. We would ask that 

m those of you speaking at that time limit yourselves to two 
[el minutes, and that will be strictly enforced. 

[a After the lunch break and beginning at 1:00 p.m. we 

[ lo] will hear from the state of Colorado for 15 minutes, after 

[I I] which we will again have a 15-minute period for public 

[ i q  c:ornment. 

[ i3] Let me also say, ladies and gentlemen, that the Base 

[ i4] (:losure Law has been amended since 1993 torequire that anyone 

[ is] giving testimony before the Commission do so under oath,and so 

(161 I 7 i U  be swearing in witnesses, and that will include 

1171 individuals who speak in the public comment portion of the 

[ la] hearing. 

[icq With that, I believe we're ready to begin, and I'm 

[m) required to ask each of you distinguished gentlemen to rise and 

p i ]  rase your right hand.AU that are going to t e s q ,  please 

[ z q  rise and raise your right hand. 

[n] (Witnesses were sworn.) 

[ a ]  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. 

[zs] h1)r staff inquires if anybody at this table will be 
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testlfymg. 1 thank you very much. 

w You may proceed. 

GENERAL MARQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 

;A: morning Mr.Chairman.honorable members of the Base Realignment 

i? and closure Commission. It's my pleasure today to  elc come YOU 

[q to Albuquerque on behalf of our Mayor, Martin Chavez; our 

n Gouernor,GaryJohnson;and our congressionaldelegationled by 

[q Senior Senator, Senator Pete Domenici; Senator Bingaman; and, 
[s; of course, our Congressman Schiff. It's our pleasure to 

( 1 3  welcome you here, and we hope you have a pleasant stay. 

(1 :I To get into our presentation, I believe that today, 

[lz] this morning, we are going to take the DOD ~ ~ ~ ~ n m e n d a t i o n  to 
[ i q  realign major missions at Kirtland Air Force Base, and I 

[tr l  believe that when we're through here we will have been able to 
Vq demonstrate to You very convincingly that this ~ ~ c ~ n m e n d a t i o n  

[ ~ q  does, in fact, not comply with any of the criteria of'the Base 

[i;7 Realignment and Closure Commission; that, in fact, it does 

[IS] violence to each of them; that, in fact, there are no savings 

[ ~ q  associated with this recommendation.And we believe sincerely 

ral that some of the major missions and most important missions 

[2rl including that of nudear surety be severely compromised 

[zq by the dismemberment and movingaway 0fverYvitalelementS of 

la] that mission. 
We also believe that for the other outfits leaving, 

\c operational effectiveness thereto will be severely rr 
Page 6 

;I] impaired. And tin;llly, if, in fact, thc pian goes through, as 

;Z] is envisioned now, the reuse potential for the community of 

[31 Nbuquerquc and thc State of New Mexico is virtually 

.:a] nonexistent bccausc of thc contoncmcnf plan. 

iq Wc would like to tell you one thing: KirtlvldAir 

:q Force ~ a s c  is not your standard Air Force Base. instcad it is a 

~7 fc&ral installation. It's a modd BRAC federal installation. 

3 But bccausc some of you commissioners did not get a chance to 

3 visit Kirtland and take a look at the complexity of the mission 

[:q thcx, the vastness of the terrain, indccd. the interaction of 

[ i  *,I all thc units that arc thcrc, all supported by onc entity, the 

[ I  z] 377th ~ i r  i r e  Support Wing. 

(I 31 Wc would like at this time to show you a short vidco 

[ t r ]  prcscntation. We havc placed a monitor in h n t  of you t h e  

[I q for rhosc who can't see the screen, and would Iikc to run that 

[I q now. Aftcr which, Colonel Charlie Thomas, onc of our 

[ IT]  witncsscs, who was a former& Base Commandcr, will lead you 

[I 81 through a morc detailed explanation of thc arras involvcd. 

[I e] Turn thc video on, plcasc. 

(A vidcotapc shown.) 

p l ]  COLONELTHOMAS: Good morning, I'm Chvlic 

Thomas. It was my privilege to command Kirtland Air Force Basc 

r thrcc years. 

A lot of peoplc camc to visit Kirtland. It was 

always our plcasurc to welcome them, as wc do you today. One 

.- 

Page 7 

[I] of my f.1vorite groups to welcome though, were my peers.At 

that tiuir they were wing commanders for the military airlift 

131 command. 1 would show them the jigsaw puzzle. We took their 

[,I bases and, to scale, put them on a map with mtland. E ~ C ~  one 

151 of these: wing had a full set of runways, air&, 
[ q  hangars,, and all the support facilities to run a major 

m installatitm, and then I'd very humbly tell them that all 15 

[,] ,ior irLstallations fit within ours. 

(91 Kirt1;md is, indeed, a unique installation. I'd 

[lo] like to go to this map now - and it will be on the slide 

[I i] behind us for the audience, but you won't be able to follow my 

pointer - and just talk through some of the other reasons why 
[ i l  this is a unique installation. 

1141 of you landed over here at Albuquerque 

[IS] Internab.o~d Sunport.Whether you came in on Delta or 

[is] American or Continental or Southwest,or whether you landedin 

[ i n  a military aircraft, the support, the fire crash and rescue for 

[IB] all of those flights are performed by the world's best, United 
[19, s t a t e s h  porce at muand. 

PI your ;lverage installation would probably look just 
p i ]  like this.'rl~e flying facilities that we have now, the runway 

[22) complex, ;md that would be your fight M g  base or your 
p ]  fighter b;~se of today. 

1241 But, if I ~ o u l d  get you off your aircraft and take a 

pq little walk with you, if we walk straight to the east, before 
- 
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[I] we got to the far boundary, we would have walked 14 miles. If 
[21 we wak from the north to the south, We would have gone eight 

p1 miles. So .you have an 82 square mile installation.You also 

[4] have the largest collection of activities within the Department 

[ q  of Defense, over 150 that are focused here. 

[q Let me talk a little bit to some of the agencies 
m that you v?iil hear about.The Phillips Laboratory is over here 

[a] in the nordrwest C O ~ ~ ~ ~ . A . I S O  in those areas you expect to 

[9] h d  some flying activities.The 58th Special Operations Wing 

[lo] is there, a5 lrrell as the 150th fighter group of the National 

[ i i ]  Guard whic.h flies F-16s. 

[ l a  You also may not notice that Ross Aviation has a 

[i3] hangar for the Department of Energy; supports all their flights 

(141 throughout the western United States. 

[IS] Also MI ecl Signal has an operation on the fight 

[ i q  line supporling transportation safeguards with out weapons in 

[17] our nuclear r:ommunity. 

[fa] If I move over to the industrial area and continue 

(191 on to the north side of Kirtland, you find the Field Command 
pol Defense Nuc,learAgency Headquarters, the Air Force Security 

p i ]  PoliceAger1c.y; you find the Air Force OperationalTest and 

[nl Evaluation Ccnter.And, if you go all the way over right near 

(n] the Eubank Kate, you'll find a brand new building that a recent 

[24] BRAC was \milt, and it has the Air Force Inspection Agency and 

w the Air Force Safety Agency. 
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[I] All of these people came for a reason.The flying 

[2] activities came here because of the outstanding weather and 

(31 terrain, especially for special operations.All the other 

141 activities came because of weapons, especially the development 

(51 of nuclear weapons and what's concentrated here. 

6 Since we have a lot of colored areas, let me just 
m point out a few of those.Along the airport we have what are 

[s] called hot pads; places for the on-loading and off-loading of 

191 weapons or strategic materials that can travel in and out of 

[lo] this area. 

[ I I I  A connection to that is this point right here, the 

[iz] Kittland Underground Munitions Storage (Zomplex, a unique 

[ I ~ I  facility.Along the flight line also you will see this red 

[MI array area, it says "laser range."Thatls the airborne laser 

[is] aircraft. It's stationed here; continues to operate. Just a 

[i6] few years ago they set themselves up in this jet aircraft, 

[ i q  fired Eve missiles at them, they defeated all of them. I 

(181 didn't want to be on board that day. But it's a great 

[ 1 9  capability that continues under the Phillips Laboratory. 

[ml The circle in the turquoise color, EM? 
[ZI] electromagnetic pulse.Again, we can do nuclear simulation. 
pq That's run by the United States Army at White Sands Missile 

[z3] Range.Again, another connection. 
The large circle is the exclusion area for the 

w [25l Sandia reactor technology and Sandia's tech area 5 .  SO now We 

Page 10 

[I] have the Department of Energy, the Albuquerque Operations 

[q Office and Sandia National Labs coming into the picture who 

(31 bring about 10,000 employees to this location. 

[4] We are hoping that, in the next few years, that that 

[5] reactor will be converted to produce medical isotopes to do the 

[6] somewhat - 100 million aM~~nuc~earmedi~inepro~edures that 
m go on in the United States. 

[a] The Manzano area, you're probably familiar, is a 

191 previous area of storage. We also have a variety of explosive 
[lo] test facilities, various circles in here.The long red line, 

[I I] followed by the beige area off site, is a two mile long sled 
(14  track.And when you exceed the speed of s ~ u n d  - we go up to 

[13j about mach 6 - you need a large area. So our buffer zone 

[id] extends into the state area, and also extends to the south in 

(151 our neighboring Isleta Pueblo. 

[16] Some of the other things that still continue here, 

[ i q  the Star Fire Optical Range of the Phillips Laboratory, their 

[ie] hgh  energy research and test facility doing things like plasma 
1191 research; what can we do out in space? 

1201 If you get to the far east we find firing areas. 

I211 All the federal n~arshalls and police can into the 

[zz] training academy of the Department of Energy.Again, a need 

(231 for a safety and a buffer as well as the M-60, which is our 

l24l machine gun range avdable? againain to all the law e n f ~ n ~ m e n t  

[XI areas. 

I -- 
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[I] We have a large area out here that we call our burn 

n site, where we can burn and test, not only weapons, but also 

131 things like environmental containers. 

[41 we have - the last one I want to mention is a 

(51 capable site where we could drop or fire at things.This is a 

[6] huge area that you see extends well beyond the base 
m boundaries.You can see that they've placed themselves kind of 

[a] u r  a noninterference basis.And even if you do these 

191 realignment, every one of these things is still here.AU of 

[I o] these activities are still full. 

[I 11 SO what you have done over 50 years is two things. 

[ l a  Number one, you have built the nuclear community here, it is a 

[i3] recognized national asset.AU of the nuclear experience for 

114 those weapons are here.And the second thing I would like to 

[ i q  say is that you have built a model BRAC installation, in that 

[I61 your objective is to consolidate activities and have one single 

[1q military service provide the support.That service is provided 

[la] Iby the United States Air Force and the 377thAir Base Wing that 

[ie] ,the intention is to break up. 

pq Lastly, if all of this is occupied, I will just say 

p i ]  I I ~  leaves very little for community reuse, and that point will 

pq 1x: reinforced later. 

p ]  Now to talk about this major federal installation 

~4 :md the proposal for it, I'd like to return to General Marquez. 

[zq GENERAL MARQUEZ: Thank you, Char1ie.A~ 1 said 
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[I] at the beginning, when Kirtland Air Force Base appeared on the 

p ]  closure list, to say we were surprised was an understatement. 

131 As early as 1993, Kirtland Air Force Base was 

141 specifically excluded from the BRAC process by the Department 

151 of' Defense, because they said that Ut land Air Force Base is 

[el essential in supporting several irreplaceable research and 
m testing facilities that are essential to the Department of 
[el I)c:fense, the Department of Energy, and other government 

p ]  a.gemcies. 

[ i q  Indeed, as late as this past December, December 

[I 11 1994, an Air Force Materiel Command Study regarding 
114 consolidation of the space test and experimentation, the 

[i3] clecision was to move those facilities here to strengthen the 
1141 Pir Force leadership of its DOD space activities. Right here 

[ i q  at Kirtland Air Force Base. 

[ r q  Obviously, the last week in February when we learned 

1171 that the Air Force had plans for major realignment up here, we 

[ie] h.af:l to get to work. 

[ ~ g ]  As we studied the documentation, some very strange 
(201 tlungs appeared to us. We looked at the facility chart. Only 

[zi] cicht months before, each one of our facilities had been 

[zz] considered model facilities and were rated green.When we 

[z3] looked at the documentation presented,some of them had slipped 

[id] inexplicably into the red category Similar to as if they had 

(251 berm subjected to a natural disaster, such as that occurred at 
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Homestead Air Force Base in Florida, with a hurricane, Or Clark 

Force Base in Guam, with a volcano eruption. 

I looked out my window to the west; the 7 volcanoes ($" 
[A: on our West Mesa are still dormant.We checkedwithourspoken 

(5: historians at the pueblos to the south, in Isleta, and the 

16: pueblo to the north in Sandia, and there is no recollection of 

a hurricane ever striking this region. 

That drop in the ratings is inexplicable and 

[q deterioration cannot occur that fast. 

[ i q  We looked at other things as well.We saw that the 

[I i! decision to realign did not remove a single military mission 

[ l a  from this base; that, in fact, by so doing it reaffirmed the 

(14 military value. 

(14; What was proposed is to take away the support 

[ i q  structure that provides all this vital support and either 

[ i t j j  transfer it elsewhere or wish it away, taking advantage of 

[IT procedural - procedural ways to comply with the 

118; documentation. 

[ I ?  But still we come back to Chairman Dixon's opening 

[m! statement.The cost to the taxpayer will not be reduced by 

p l ]  this. 

[n: We'd like to now go into a little bit more about 
m. costs. And to do that, I'd like to introduce Mr. John 

~ 4 ;  Vuksich - I'm sorry, let me back up, give me a second. 

Here is what the realignment does.The realignment 
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[ i ]  deactivates the support wing, not one single military mission. 

[z: It relocates those units there, and 150 other tenants, give or 

take ten. It places in contonement - which is a military word 

[4; for fencing it off - the Phillips Laboratory, the 898th 

(5: Munitions Squadron under Storage Site, d the& Reserve and 

[q National Guard units. Sandia National Laboratories, and all of 
r the DOE Albuquerque operations. 

IS; The proposal purports to save to the U.S.Air Force 

[9! the cost to implement $277 million.And they contend that that 
[ i q  will save annually $62 million.We contend with our analysis 

[ i  I: that those costs are indeed grossly understated, and that the 

[ i q  savings are actually a negative value. 

113 To take you into that process, I will introduce Mr. 
[ la] JohnVuksich, who is our cost analysis. John spent several 

[is] years in the DOD as a cost analysis with PA and E, up in Dr. 

[ i q  Chew's office, so he is eminently qualified to handle this 

[ir; during any discussion. Mr.Vuksich. 

[is; MR. VUKSICH: Good m0rning.A~ you look on the 

1191 chart behind me, what you're going to see is that there are two 
w types of costs that we're going to discuss.There is one-time 

p i ]  cost and there are recurring costs, and I'm going to keep the 
- -  discussion in two clear distinctions. 

The one-time cost increases that we've been hearing 

bout in the press, that the Air Force has been expressing to 
pq you, are pretty dramatic.They've been dimbing vertically. 

111 Butth(:se are not theimportantn-bers.Theimportantnumbers 

[a are the recurring savings that are going to occur in the 

p ]  long-terrn because the recurring savings is where the nation is 

[dl going to save money in this process. 

[ q  I want to concentrate the discussion on the 

[6] important part, which is the recurring savings or, in this 

m case, the recurring costs.We believe that the cost estimate 

[a] that the Air Force has provided is unsupportable, and we 
p ]  believe that the recurring savings of $62 million is, in fact, 

[ lo] an additional cost above today of $12.7 million. 

[i I] Before we go on I want to talk about some of the 

[ l a  guidance fkom the Department of Defense.The Department of 

[i3] Defense instructed the military departments not to consider the 

[14] cost of BRAC actions to other state or local governments, to 

[ is ]  other federal agencies.We reject that guidance. We agree 

114 with what Chairman Dixon has said. 

[(q The Department of Defense has also directed that the 

[ ie] military departments maximize consolidation.The Air Force has 
[ is ]  violated 1 hat instruction, and has, in fact, unconsolidated. 

p~ And we intend to show that the taxpayer is going to pay for 

p i ]  that unc:onsolidation. 

[q Before we actually get into the cost numbers, I want 
p ]  to provide a discussion of the interactions that underlay the 

[24] cost errors within the proposed realignment cost estimate. 

pq As GlonelThomas and General Marquez have told you, 
- 
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[I] this is Kirtland Air Force Base today, the entire slide.You 

[21 see on the very left side United States Air Force 

p ]  organiza.tions, 58th Special Operations Wing,AFOTEC. In the 

[4] lower ri;$rt you see Department of Defense organizations, such 

[q as Field Cl,mmand Defense NuclearAgency,And in the upper 
[6] right yo1.1 see the non Department of Defense organizationssuch 
m as Sandia National Laboratories or the Department of Energy's 

[el Albuquerque operations office. 

the center you see the 377thAir Basewing 
[ lo] represented by my large green pie.The purpose in being for 

[I 11 the 377tlh Air Base Wing is to provide support necessary for all 
1121 of the organizations at Kirtland Air Force Base to accomplish 

[i31 their miss~on.The 377thAir Base Wing is tailored to meet the 
[la] needs of all of the supported units at Kirtland Air Force 

[ i q  Base.Nor just U.S.Air Force units, but all of the 
(161 organizarions here. 

117 I show the 377thAir Base Wing as a pie.The 
[i8] Kirtland ,Qu.r Force Base support pie.And each organization at 

[ i q  Kirtland,irt. Force Base requires a piece of pie to accomplish 
[ml its mission. 

1211 The plmtom savings that have been reported for this 

[22) proposedl realignment are due entirely to the elimination of the 

(n] 377thAir Ilase Wing. However, the entire Air Base Wing is not 

p41 going away Of the 2,458 personnel in the 377th Air Base 

pq Wing - ar~ci I'm quotingnumbers out of theCOBRAmode1-there 



:3] the remaining people, those that are not eliminated, are 

:dl apportioned to the United States Air Force units that are 

:;I departing Ihrtland Air Force Base and that are remaining at 
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::I can be some discrepancies of who is actually on the ground - 
;2] 1375 will be e M a t e d . T h e  support personnel from the 377, 
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[I] AU of the costs that I'm going to brief today are 

[:?I found in the books in front of you.The cost summary is found 

:6] Kirtland Air Force Base.Again, this is shown on the left of 

3 the slide with my green and yellow support pieces of pie going 

:a] to the units. 

p ]  In accordance with Air Force instruction 38 101, the 

(151 people. 

1161 NOW, I want to talk about the two phenomena that are 

[ i q  going on in this cost estimate. First, unconsolidation; and, 

['a] second, cost shifting. 

i:9] First, the realignment cost estimate asks us to 

[m] believe that the three organizations at the lower left of the 

(211 chart that are remaining - that are remaining at Kirtland, the 

[221 Phdlips Laboratory, the 150th Fighter Group, and 898th 

[n] Munitions storage - Munitions Support Squadron that handles 
(241 the underground storage missioli - each of those organizations 

[E] absolutely consistent with the COBRA model. Our desire is to 

v] provide you with cost data that are comparable.We have 

[el generally accepted the U.S.Air Force requirements, how many 
[91 square feet per person.We've accepted the cost data for a 

[ i  11 support allocation in manpower that's about ten percent of 

1121 their authorized strength. 

(131 So, if you have 1,000 people in the supported unit, 
1141 the base support structure will get 10 - I'm sorry, 100 

[ t q  underground storage, and 150th Fighter Group having costs. 

[ i q  'fiese costs are for military construction and capital equipment 

[in necessary to break apart Kirtland Air Force Base and build four 

[ la] separate installations.lhe proposed realignment's cost 

[ la] estimate omitted the moving cost of moving the simulators from 

pol the 58th Special Operations Wing and ofmoving TACCSETACCSF 

p i ]  i:s theneater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility. 

1221 We have a number of disagreements with the Air 
1231 Force's estimates and the reason for those are in the book. 

(241 'IIle big one, of course, is $75 million for family housing.The 

[:o] Air Force units that are departing or remaining will receive a [ l o t  civilian employee of $46,000 a year, and we've accepted Air 

[i i I Force military construction factors of how much ramp space a 

[ tz l  GI30 needs. 

(13) What you see in the omissions portion of the slide 

1141 IS the Department of Energy, the Phillips Laboratory, the 

[25] is going to set up its own support structure.And they are 

Min-U-Script@ (7) Page 17 - Page 20 
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[I] going to do that with a personnel allocation equal to that of 

m those units going someplace where there is a full-up Air Base 

31 Wing. 

$1 We are asked to believe that these units can provide 

(51 their own support as cheaply and efficiently as the 

[sl consolidated 377thAir Base Wing. Unless there are very 

n] special circumstances, and none have been presented, this is 
(81 very unlikely. 

(91 The second argument is cost shifting.TheAir Force 
[ lo ]  saving of $62 million comes from the 1375 personnel 

[ i  I ]  eliminated.And that's the part of the pie shown in the lower 

(19  right part of the screen that is taken away. It is taken away 

1131 from the other organizations at P3rtlandAi.r Force Base:The 

[MI Department of Energy, the Department of Defense, theV.A. 

[is] Hospital, all of their support is taken away. 

[16] None of the Air Force organizations - none of these 

[ I  ;q non Air Force organizations will get their support, but the 

[ i s ]  U.S. taxpayer is going to foot the bill for replacing the lost 

[ ig ]  support that the U.S.Air Force is taking a savings. 

(201 And now let's look at some numbers.The proposed 

1211 realignment is claimed to have a one-time cost of $277 

[ n ]  million. We don't agree. We believe that the one-time cost is 

[ n ]  going to be $525 million.This is less than the current& 

[24] Force estimate, which we understand is floating in the 600- to 

[zq 700-milliondollar region. 

-- - 
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[I] Force Base.Alamogordo is a rural part of the s ta teme 

12) German Air Force is arriving, and we simply believe that there 

)is going to need to be more housing.The Air Force requirement 
[4] I.S 648 units.They are planning on building 100 of those.We 

[ q  Ixliwe that they are going to need all 648 units, and that's 

[q what this cost delta reflects. 

m Now, the one-time numbers, they're big; they're not 

(81 r e f  important, okay.The proposed realignment falsely claims 
a reaming savings of $62 million annually. We believe that 

[lo] that recurring saving is actually a recurring cost, above 

[ i  i ]  t1x:Iay's full-up operating cost, and we believe that cost is 
[ i a  about $12.7 million. 

[ i f  rigah, we believe the proposed realignment has cost 

1141 slhfting, unconsolidation, and omissions in it. If you'll look 

[ i q  a:t !,he cost shifting, you see the Department of Energy and non 
[16] U.S. Air Force costs.These are primarily personnel costs. 

[ i  71 Y , ~ I . I  took 1375 personnel away,andnow DOE and the non Air Force 

[ w ]  u~uts are going to have to put people back to make up the 

1191 support that they still need. 

W] '[he Veterans' Hospital is a one-of-a-kind model, 

p i ]  example of the integration of a military medical facility with 
123 a vc:terans' affairs facility.And this has been the way from 

m ]  the get-go. 

(241 Ufien t h e m  Force leaves - they currently operate 

pq the emergency room - the Vekrans' Hospital is going to have 
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o replace that operation, and that tag 

r s s i g n e d  to t h e ~ A .  1t.s cost shifting. 

to get [I] Before we started, we reviewed the assumptions with 

p~ the Air Force. We have reviewed our £inal cost estimates with 

[51 complex.The cost estimate absolutely ignored those costs. / 151 today. 

131 A couple of omissions that we found:The plan is to 

[41 civilianize the security force for the underground munitions 

[ q  You've heard some discussions of increased costs for the 

m civilianization due to 0SHA.Those are above and beyond the 

(81 chart behind me. 

[q And, finally, there is CHAMPUS. CHAMPUS is the 

[ i q  military health insurance program. Department of Defense 

[ I  i] guidance explicitly states, 'You will consider the CHAMPUS 

[ i q  shift cost."The input in the COBRA model from the Air Force 

[ i g  is zero.They have ignored this requirement. From data that 

1141 we've obtained from the Air Force hospital on the number of 

[i q patients they've seen, we've calculated about a $20 million 

[ i q  cost shift to CHAMPUS. Now, there may be some offsets to that 

[i 71 CHkMPUS number. We don't know where the Air Force is 

[is] reallocating their medical people that are leaving here, so 

[ i q  it's impossible for us to determine precisely where that's 

M the Air Force and others.And, given the assumptions, we're 

141 very co~nfortable with the magnitude of those cost numbers 

[6] I should also point out that most of those costs 

m will conre from the same 050 budget account that pays for the 

[a] Air Force, and, in fact, all of DOD. Our Secretary of Energy, 
[a] Hazel C'Leary, has provided this information to the BRAC 

[lo] Commission formally, and we continue to workwith the Air Force 

[i 11 and r e l i e  our planning on this. 

1121 GENERAL MARQUEZ: Thank you very much, Mr. 
(131 Twining. Can you hear me? 

1141 Last week the General Accounting Office released 

[ i q  their report on this particular BRAC process.They 

[I61 specifkally mentioned Kirtland.They had tworecommendations 

[ i q  for the BUC. One of them, of course, is to analyze the cost 

[la] savings for reality; the other one is to look at the military 

(191 impact. 

[IT] folly. 

W going. 

p i ]  I want you to look at the Air Force saving of $62 
[ZZJ million, and our replacement cost of that saving of $74 

[nl million. From my discussion earlier, are we surprised that 

after the cost shifting and the unconsolidation that we're 

-ding an increased cost for the $62 million of support that's 
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[i] being taken away.You should feel comfortable that what's 

m happening is we're just becoming less efficient. 

Let me give you a picture of what's r w y  happening 

141 here.The horizontal axis represents a time line, and the 

[ q  vertical axis is - above that time line, is a cumulative cost 

[ q  saving, and below it is a cumulative cost. What the proposed 
reahgnment is billed as doing is requiring $277 million one 

[el time to get in the game, and then we're going to save $62 

[q million a year; break even at the five-year mark; and then 

[ i q  beyond that we are going to return $62 million of the public's 
[i I] treasure to the United States Government. 

[ i q  The reality looks more Wce this: First, you're 

I131 going to have the opportunity to buy into the game at $525 
(141 million one time.And, for that investment, you're going to be 

permitted to spend an additional $12.7 million more to do this 

[ i q  realignment than you're spending today.We just think this is 

[ie] During my presentation I have used Department of 

( i q  Energy cost numbers, and they are pretty significant. Mr. 

[20] I knc~w you have your own copy, Mr. Chairman, but I 
p i ]  wanted to make sure that you got it, so I'm handing it to you 

(221 personally. 

(n] That leads us into - leads us into talking about - 
~4 a little bit about operational impact.We have significant 

pq opmtic,nA impact, we W n r e ,  and I'd U e  to introduce now 
-" 
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01 Major General Edward Giller. 

12) General G i e r  is a World War 11 air combat veteran, 

p]  three and a half victories in World War 11, a Ph.D. in chemical 

141 engineering; spent 45 years putting this thing together.And I 

[q think he is very well qualified to speak to the operational 

[6] degradation that we fear. General Giller. 

m GENERAL GILLER: Thank you, Leo. 

[el The BRAC process primarily seems to be one of cost 

191 savings, l,ut I was very pleased to hear the chairman say that 

1101 military lnissions are obviously of equal if not greater 

[I 11 importartcc. 

i Now, the military mission is normally considered to 

[IS] be a flying outfit in the Air Force of some form, or a specific 
114) Air Force activity, which the Air Force requires, and it has a 

[ i q  support furkction with it on a base.And to save money and not 
[ i q  lose the rmssion, you move the mission someplace else on 

[ i ~ ]  Bruce Twining,the manager of the Albuquerque Operations of the 
n i l  Department of Energy will comment on these estimates. 

MR. TWINING: Thank you, John.The Department of 

-Energy did develop these cost numbers in close coUaboration 

[z4] with Sandia National Laboratory, which is our biggest 

pq contractor here on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

[ i q  another base which wiU take it, and you dissolve the cost of 
[la] the base. 

[ i q  That corrcept will not apply to Kirtland one iota, 

pcq because Eictland is not a standard military base. Let's ask 

p i ]  ourselves. why is Kirtland even here as a military base? You 

go back to the Manhattan District when I joined the predecessor 

PI of DNA, mil it was decided that Sandia would be constructed 

(241 down here in Albuquerque to support Los Alamos, the first 

weapon designers.The services would create an intersenice 

- .- 
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111 organization known as DNA today,and theywouldberesponsible 
(21 for price service interface with this whole complex, from 

13) design, all the way through to installation, training, and a 
[dl whole series of activities.And over the period of years, more 

[5] and more units have come here, and more and more activities 

[6] have been concentrated. 

m Now, in the last few years, with downsizing, Cold 

[s] War ending, there seems to be - well, we have less to do in 

[gl this world.There also is a shortage, I feel, in Washington 

[lo] now, of ~olicymakers who have any real understanding of the 
[ i l l  polit - nuclear interactions that take place in the nuclear 

[ iz]  weapons business. Of course, we're going to keep a large 

[ i q  number still. We, obviously, cannot afford to reduce any 

1141 activities which lead to any reduction in our conEdence in Our 

[is] stockpile. 

[16] My Erst viewgraph shows a breakdown - in this case 

[iq I've listed 14 specific activities that Los Alamos, Sandia, and 

[is] the services interact on daiiy, weekly, and month1y.A~ you 

(191 might see on the top of the list, most of them begin at the 

pol design area, where Sandia and Los -0s design the weapons, 

[211 Put in the Security functions; they Put in use controls So they 
P2] Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w ~ ~ J ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ' & ~ @  

[z4] end of the line. It's not a physicist's job; it's really the 

[zs] other end of the job.We have to move these things around.We 

[s] speed and running.And then we have to worry about accidents. 

(61 We've had a few, but never one with a nuclear yield, which is 

m certainly a statement as to the competence of the United 
[el States. 

(91 And so we have all these activities. Now, we have 
[lo] some new ones.The next viewgraph shows that in the last few 

[I I] years we've become very concerned about, properly so, 

[ l a  nonproliferation, Iraq and Korea.This is the third world type 

1131 of problems.And, again, you find all of these folks that have 

[id] all these subjects that I've just described involved.We have 

[is) counter-proliferation, is what do you do when somebody has 

(161 proliferated? Now that's another activity in which you have to 

[I 71 involve the nuclear side of the game. 

[I a] Terrorism. We're not third world terrorism 

[ig] particularly, but the individual or group terrorism, which we 

[zo] worry about very much.That requires speclal activities. 

[I I tjut primarily that. 

121 NEST is an acronym for the Nuclear Emergency Search 

13, 'Team, a trained, equipped unit which can go anyplace in the 

14; world to handle an accident or a bomb threat or what have you. 

[s] .Anti we're beginning to interact with other countries on this. 

16) And last one is, we're helping the Soviet Union take 
m apart their stockpile, using American dollars, the Nunn Lugar 

[a] ;~ppropriation.And that is an amazing amount of interface 

191 between folks. 

[lo] h d  let's see how many outfits are involved.?he 
[ i l l  next viewgraph shows, across the top all of the 14 I just 

[ i q  listed, but down the side you will see the National 

[is] Laboratories. Los Alamos, Sandia, three Air Force units, and 

(14 two Navy units, and White Sands.And the dots show the 

[ i q  intersections. It shows that the national labs and DNA work in 
[ i q  everything.And if you add the two or three Air Force units 

~ 7 1  together; they are involved in everythmg. Not always to the 

[la] same degree, obviously, but they have to keep up with it and be 

[19] involved. 

1201 And so we now go to - 1 want to go to a concept 

~ t ]  using an umbrella.?he 377th provides us with the support to 

able to keep all these organizations together.And we've 

[n] talked about them.You've got field commands, KUMSC is the 

1241 st.orage unit, and the Air Force units, DOE, Sandia, Phillips, 

,2R arid white Sands.Those are the same units as before.Todav we 

[I] have to put them on systems, so when you build something, 
m you've got to talk to the guy that's got to carry it in his 

p ]  airplane and put it on a missile.Then you have all the 

[41 ~ a ~ e r w o r k  that goes with keeping this stockpile interface to 

[ q  ~ b r  Force is going toTexas, and part of the units are staying 
[6] here. But what disturbs me most of all is field command, the 

m integrator of the Defense Department for all of this goes to 
[a] three places: Nevada,Texas and some will stay here.The 

p ]  logic, which escapes me, and I think is a serious mistake. 

[ i q  One of the other problems of this separation is 

[ i f ]  people say, 'Well, we can use secure video, fax, travel, 
[iq telephone or what have you." My experience in this world, you 

[IS] can check with the laboratories, is this is a very poor 

[14] sull>stitute.And what it leads to in the long run is a loss of 

[is] corporate memory, a loss of cohesion in these smaller units 

[i6] aaray from their daily interaction, and one hell of a lot of 

[ i q  travel, which is quite unnecessary, since they have to do all 
[la] tht':ie things.hd it's our national interest that these people 

(14  stay. pretty sharp.And so I don't see that the impact on our 

1201 rrlision - not an ordinarv militarv mission. but still the 

[i] feel that they are pulled together under this umbrella which 

jprovides their support. 

131 But the next viewgraph shows what is proposed is to 

141 :;pfit these units and send them different places. Part of the 

1211 Now, what's also new is the international 
1211 Department of Defense mission - it's imperative we stay 

[ z ]  cooperation has taken place.The end of the Cold War, we find I - 
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[n] ourselves in doing research and development contracts backand 

11I)L [ a ]  forth with the Soviet Union. Quite a bit of money is flowing 

1251 back and forth in the nuclear game.?here are other things, 

. .  ., 
ps i  '50 now I'd like to present General Scott who will 

[ a ]  ~ ~ S C U S S  some of the other operational consequences. 

pq GENERAL SCOTT: Thank you, General Giller. 
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'C U e  to address specifically two major 

r g a m m t i o n s  on Kirtland Air Force Base which will suffer 

:31 serious operational degradation as a result of the proposed Air 
61 Force realignment.These units have widely varying missions. 

4 The tirst is the 58th Special Operations Wing.The 

q 58rh Special Operations Wing is a formal school for the Air 

71 Force conducting special operations in combat rescue training 
81 in all models of Air Force helicopters, HGl30,Tanker GI30 

:4 ar!d the Combat Talon, MC130. 

.a] 17us training involves over 60 courses, teaching 

I] m e  -00 students per year.The training includes initial 

'4 qualdiation, mission qualification, and annual refresher 

.3] uaining. 

A major milestone in our nation's special operations 

q b t o p  occurred in April 1980, when we failed to rescue the 

.q hatages from Lran.As a result of that failure, all the 

.q suvices developed intense programs of reorganization and 
'a] rrrltalmtion of the special operations forces. 

.3] The .iir Force had always had a problem lacking a 

201 famal school with which to conduct Air Force special 

z i ]  operations forces.The training had been conducted by 

a operational units, without adequate courseware or training 

231 d. 

Aka. as a result of this intense national 

ssion on special operation capability, the Congress 
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:I] d=rected the Department of Defense to establish a unified 

:q command to address the special operations needs and 

.?I requirements, and to establish an office in the Secretiuy of 

-41 Dofense regarding special operations. 

:q The United States Special Operations Command was 

:q activated in April 1987, and soon after, an office designated 

-q Lisistmt Secretary of Defense for Special Operations on Low 
.a] b.rensity Conflict was established. 

.g] USSOCOM, under the punriew of AST SOLVIC, conducted 
0 1  a year-long evaluation of Kirtland Air Force Base as a site for 

.I] .kx Force special operations training.The final event of the 

-21 d u a t i o n  was intense international exercise which validated 
'31 Krrtland Air Force Base as a site for Air Force 0peratic)nal- 

.41 special operations training. 

.q New Mexico is an ideal training environment for 

.q special operations forces:A wide variety of terrain, low 

- 7 1  lccel roof over nonpopulated areas; multiple drop zones, 

-81 landing zones, and demanding density altitude scenarios. 

'91 An important aspect of the 58th Special Operations 

201 King capability are their state-of-art simulators.These 

211 smulators have the ability to support classified missions, 

iupport national objectives.The simulators include one 

w o n  square miles of visual database covering the major hot 

241 spots of the wor1d.These simulators were used to plan and to 
251 rehearse actual missions at the onset of our participation in 

- - - - - - - - - - - 
- 
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[I] Desert Storm. 

The Ai r  Force has proposed the move of the 58th 

(31 Special (,)perations wing to a location with inadequate 

141 facilities and inadequate infrastructure.Also, these 

[ s ~  sophisticated simulators would have to be moved.The 

(61 facilities do not exist.The wing conducts 50 percent of its 

m W R  in these simulators, which allow the Air Force to 

[a] reduce its flying hour program for training by 30 percent. 

pi Consecluently, this move would have to make serious operational 

[io] degradation on the readiness of the wing. 

[i 11 During our - as we incur this precarious 

112) internalional security environment, it's imperative that we 

1131 have 100 percent readiness of our special operations forces. 

[id] The s la t  unit I will address is the Air Force 

[lq Operational Test and Evaluation Center. Established here in 

(161 1974, directed by Congress, the Air Force to have realistic 

[in testing of its weapons systems. It was located at Kirtland 

[re] specifically to isolate the unit from the development 
[is) commands. 

pol The prc~posed relocation to Eglin Air Force Base 

~ 1 1  seriously comprises the independence of the operational test 

1p1 programs. 
[n] The bottom line is, moving AFOTEC to Eglin Air Force 
[24] Base is alcin to putting the fox in charge of the henhouse. 

ps] AU unuts in Kirtland Air Force Base incur 
- .- 

Page 32 

[I] outstanding community support. Here to address community 

n issues, Mr. Sherman McCorkle, a life-long businessman from New 

M Mexico; former chairman of the Greater Albuquerque Chairman of 
[41 Commerce. 

[s] MR. McCORKLE: Thank you, General Scott. 

(61 Commissioners, I wiU not take much of your time 
m this mornmg talking about environmental concerns and 
[el opportunities for reuse, because, quite frankly, if 

[9 opportunities for reuse are almost nonexistent.And 
[to] information about carbon monoxide attainment in the Executive 

[it] Committee Minutes of the BRAC appear only to createconfusion. 

~n reading mose minutes it would appear that the single issue 

1131 that caused Kirtland to be changed from a receiver base to a 

[id] reduction luse was the comment on 14 December '94 about 

(151 Albuquerque being a nonattainment area by EPA standards. 

1161 In fact,Albuquerque has met the National Air 

[in Attainment Standards for the past three years.Albuquerque has 
[I81 asked to be redesignated as an attainment area.The approval 

(191 of that request is assured. 

pol In point of fact, not only is growth permitted at 

PI] Kirtland Air Force Base in 1995, it has been permitted in '94 

w and '93 and '172. 
mJ I would l&e to you a gnph bat does 

[zq demonstrate: in the early '80s, this air shed had some 
[ZS] problems with carbon monoxide attainment. However, the 



161 have long supported the military in the federal research 1 (61 that by our Senior Senator Pete Domenici, who said, If, in 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Hearing Volume Number 1 
Commission 

- * 
April 10, 1995 

-- I _ - _ _  

Page 33 / Page 35 

:/- 
1'1 Albuquerque and B e r ~ ~ O  County an shed now is one of the 1 [ I ]  it's gorng to reduce the national deficit, should we not, as 
121 very few places m the United States that, for the past three 121 good citizens, step forward and say, 'Yes, it's time for us to w 131 years, has met attainment requirements. 13 rlo our part"'? 

(41 ColonelThomas gave you a tour on his map of [dl My response to them was this, after examining the 

m activities as Kirtland, and we will continue to do so. 

(81 However, we do want to express our concern today, because it 
191 appears that only about three percent of Kirtland Air Force 

[to] Base will be available for reuse or commercial activities. 

[i4] and will not provide any reuse opportunities. 

( 1 9  ln fact, as we look at the impact on New Mexico, 

[161 over the next five to ten years, there will be a negative 

151 Kirtland Air Force BaseAlbuquerque, anti, in fact, New Mexico , [51 facts and looking at a, 'yes, in fact," and I join in 

m this proposal did thaS if, in fact, this proposal did 

[a] ltlcrease effectiveness of the h Force and the national 
p ]  defense; if, in fact, it saved money, neither the Senator nor I 

[lo] would be standing in Eront of you now. We would be accepting 
[I I ]  And, unfortunately, these three percent is essentially the 

[I zl housing areas, the old base hospital located on Kirtland Air 

[13j Force Base, and some ball fields.These areas will cost money 

[id] and continue working with your staff to make sure that you get 

[ i q  it and that we examine it in whatever format is required to do 

[ i q  that. 

[I 11 it as our due as citizens of this country. 

[ l a  But the facts are not like that. I think we have 
(131 showed you that today and we have documentation tobackitup 

114 economic impact on our community in excess of $5 billion. So / [ l q  you know, an industry has up in this counwy 
1181 not only will the American suffer this realignment (181 as a result of BRAC. We were deluged, we were deluged by 
[19] by paying additional taxes to pay for the realignment, those 1 [ I ~ I  people calling us horn Washington, some saying, "Just send us 
[mi citizens in New Mexico WLU suffer a very severe economic 1 [mi h;df a million dollars and we will guarantee you that we will 

[2q late as last week, as the Air Force was examining and 1 pq insults my intelligence. But mainly, I believe that it impugns 

(211 blow. 

[a With those few words on the environment and on 

i n ]  reuse, I'd like to turn the program back to General Marquez. 

(241 GENERAL MARQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. McCork1e.A~ 
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p i ]  take your base off the list.We are so well comected 
[221 politically in this town that we can do that." 

[n] Our response was,Thank you very much.We do not 

(241 like your proposal for two reasons: On the one hand, it 

[I] reexamining its numbers, in response to a letter by a 

[a congressional delegation, we received this response from 
[I] the integrity of the commission members, who I believe are 

honest men and women, who may have been selected to do this 

[I 11 impaired or affected adversely. Reuse is virtually 

[IZ] nonexistent. 

[13] We maintain that Kirtland Air Force Base., as it 

114) exists, is a model BRAC installation, which is hosting federal 
[IS] government units and doing a very, very effective job. 

[16] When the commanders were queried by Commissioner 
[ i q  Robles and Montoya this week enrlier, they all said, of course, 

1181 as soldiers, our mission will continue, but they also said, it 

[ ig] will be more difficult and it will cost more. Nobody maintains 

(31 General Lezy, Director, Legislative Liaison. In fact, where he 

141 says "that the Air Force has no interest whatsoever of pursuing 

[s] an action that improperly diminishes security, reduces 
161 operational effectiveness or is not cost effective." 

m We believe that this morning we have demonstrated 
[s] that this action, in fact, does dl three of those. It is 
[91 costs, not savings; nuclear surety and other operational 

[lo] effects of missions performed here are going to be severely 

[i  i j there any questions? 

[ l a  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Do my colleagues have any 

1131 qi~cstions? Commissioner Kling. 

1141 I::OMMISSIONER KUNG: Some place I remember in 

[ ~ q  your presentation that the statement was made that there would 

(161 bc, in your estimation - 600 additional family units were 

[ i n  gc~klg to have to be provided, and that was not included by the 

[la] Air Force. Could somebody just elaborate on that a little 

l [ i q  bil? 

pi job; have volunteered a great personal sacrifice, who must 

[41 perform this job and make some hard decisions in the harsh 

[q glare of public spotlight, and I believe that, when they 
[q examine the facts, they will do the right thing. 

m We pray that you give us o w  due; that you examine 
[a] the facts as we presented them; and that you render your 

dec.:ision. 

[to] Mr. Chairman, that concludes our presentation.Are 

[zo] that this cannot continue, we just maintain that this action is 
1211 not in the best interest of the American taxpayer. 

[a I will tell you Commissioners, that, when this came 
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rn GENERAL MARQUEZ: Yes, sir. Mr.Vuksich can 

p i ]  handle that question. 

MR. VUKSICH: Sir, the Air Force has a stated 
[ n l  about, there was a lot of discussion in this t0wn.A lot of I m ]  mplirement of 648 units.That's in their military 
(241 well-intentiofled people, good citizens came fornard and Said, 

1 p41 co,qmction estimate that created the cost estimate that went 
(253 "Listen, if, in fact, this proposal is going to save money, if pq into the COBRA model.That figure is generated by determining 
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be number of married people in a unit, specifically, in this 

(rClw, the 58th Special 0pentionsWiig.And then apportioning 

.3] the percentage of married people against that number. 

.4j COMMISSIONER KLING: But were you saying that was 

q cot m the COBRA? 

: MR. VUKSICH: 100 units are funded in the COBRA 

3 model that creates this estimate; 648 is the stated requirement 

:a] b m  the Air Force. 

: COMMISSIONER DIXON: My colleagues - 
.q COMMISSIONER KLING: So you feel that 500 

.I] additional - you think that the cost - that's where you got 

'4 your 74 million is that there would be 500 additional housing 

:3] units not provided for. 

.4j MR. VUKSICH: The $75 million, sir, is the 

.q increase of 548 housing units. 

.q COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. 

'4  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Do my colleagues have any 

3 1  mher questions with the minute and a half remaining. 

.;1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have one,Mr. Chairman. 

2q General, just a quick question. DOE has validated 

z11 their  umber in terms of budgetary ~~umbers. Have You shared 

proposal with anyone in the Department Defense UP to 

n ]  mow. 
GENERAL MARQUEZ: No,Admiral, we have not. We 

y have been in close contact with General Perez and his 
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1 1 1  naff. and of course, with the DOE. We've obtained our numbers 
mostly from them and done our own analysis, but at this time we 

31 believe that the Process called for us to make our presentation 

11 to you and then, in fact, if, in fact, we were cleared with 

:sl that we will be happy to discuss it with any agency that's 

:q concerned, and we will provide this information back to you. 

7; COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So I presume, then, that 
:a: no one has pushed back and taken issue with your analysis 

'11 actual fact, our information trickling in yesterday and this 

.z] week, which, however remains unconfirmed is that, in fact, the 

- - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- 
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[I] Thank you very kindly. 

[ a  (A recess was 

p ]  COMMISSIONER DIXON: The meeting will come to 

141 order, please. 

[ q  The great State of Utah is allotted 90 minutes, and 

[6] the chair is pleased to recognize the distinguished Governor of 

m utah, I " J ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  Leavin. 

[el May I interrupt for a moment.The chair has 
[9] neglected to suggest that it is my responsibility under the 

[lo] change in the law passed by the last Congress to give the oath 

[ i i ]  to all thc~se who plan to tesufy.Would everybody that plans 

1121 to tesbq: please rise and raise your right hand. 

[I31 (The witnesses were sworn.) 

114 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Governor Leavitt, I 
[ i q  apologize for that interruption. 

(161 GOVERNOR LEAVITT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[ i n  Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we appreciate deeply 

(181 the opportunity to come and make our case today. With me are 

[la] members of the Utah Congressional Delegation,including Senator 

( ~ 1  Orrin Hatch and Congressman Jim' Hansen, both who are well 

p i ]  respected members of Congress, who have strong views and well 

122) respect~:ci views of national defense issues.Also Major General 

[231 Mike Pavitch, who is the President of the Hill DDO 95, which is 

1241 a community-based and group organization that represents Hill 

(251 Field in Defense Ogden Depot before this Commission. My chief 
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111 m i l i t q  acjvisor, retired Major General John Manhews will also 

(21 be discussing today matters pertaining to the Dugway Proving 
[3j Grounds.Wetre joined as well by dozens of workers from 

141 Defense Depot Ogden and Dugway,who have come here by their own 

[s] expense tc:)day to make their support known.Theylve made the 

16) long trip from Utah at their personal expense and sacrifice to 
m demonstrate their support.The Mayor of Ogden and Clearfield, 

[a] the Chairman of the Weaver County Commission, the President of 

.31 number of costs is growing; the savings is actually getting 

-41 cren less. We are now at a point where the ROI, return on 

-4 investment, time period is at infinity and is receding daily. 

.q COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, 

.71 General. 

.a] I want to express the personal appreciation for the 

.g] Commission for this excellent presentation. Governor Johnson, 

z q  we're pleased to have you; the distinguished Senior Senator, 

211 Senator Domenici, we're delighted to have you; your 

bstmgulshed colleague, Senator Bingaman, we're dehghted to 

e e  you, sir. Congressman Schiff. I think you're an old 

24) llholsan, d I remember correctly, pleased to have you here; 

251 and ,Mr. Mayor, we're delighted to have you here, Mayor Chavez. 

(91 the Chambers of Commerce from communities around the area and 

[ i q  dozens of' business and community leaders may have also come. 

1111 Utah understands the need to downsize defense. We 

are not new to this, and we have done our share. We have 

[is] dropped, for example, in the last decade from 23rd to 48th in 
[id] the defense dollars spent in our state. But this issue today 

1151 is not just about Utah; it's obviously about military value and 

[ie] strategic value and about the Department of Defense. 

[ i n  Today, tiuring our presentation, General Pavitch will 
[ie] argue that DLA improperly preselected bases that would close. 

1191 This will r(:c(uire, we believe, corrective action by the 
[m) Commission. 

[21] We'll also demonstrate that the Army's proposal to 
[q dramatically scale back Dugway Proving Ground and close the 

(231 civilian housing area, known as Enghsh Village, was imprudent, 

(241 and that General Matthewswilldemonstrate how the Army'splan 

[2s] is not supportable. 

I -- - - 
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[ I ]  Finally, General Pavitch wiJl discuss issues 

(21 regarding Hill Air Force Base, thc Air Logistics Command, and 

ihe pmposd to consolidate tacticd miss31 repair to the 

1.1 Let me tell you how DLA operates, just so we're on a 

~ ' 1  common baseline here. DLA gets no appropriated dollars to run 

[.?I a distribution system.They get the money to run the 
141 Ogden ALC.Again, we thank you for the opportunity to make our 1 (41 distribution system by charging their customers:TheArmy, the 
[sl presentation. I'd now like to xcognizc General Pavitch for 

161 his presentation on the Dcfcnsc Ogden Depot. 

m COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, 

[a] Governor. General Pavitch. 

GENERAL PAVITCH: Chairman Dixon, members of the 

(101 Commission, we apprcciatc thc opportunity on behalf of thc 

1 1s) Navy, and the Air Force. What they are charging their 

(61 customers right now is $27.60 for every transaction that takes 

place at a distribution depot.There are about 35 million 

181 hansactions a year.Thatls almost a billion dollars that they 

[el are charging the Army, Navy, and the Air Force. 

[ID] Now, where does that money come from? I built a 
[I 11 community and thc State of Utah to have a few minutes to talk / [ i f ]  s~mple little model here, what I call the "X,Y, Z model," 

[is] feel a little bit mom comfortablc.And as Commlssioncr K h g  (1151 exercising of the soldiers, the flying of the airplanes. 

112) to YOU about Defcnx Dcpo 0gden.A~ the Gownor said, we know 

[13j YOU havc a si&cant task, and if you don't mind, I'd like to 

1141 come over hen: and talk to you - put me up on the mike - I 

which says,The services get operation and maintenance budget. 

(131 ''hat operation and maintenance budget pays for the exercise of 

1141 military muscle; that's the steaming of the ships, the 

[19] bclicvc in the dcfcnsc of this country, and I bclicvc thc 

(201 actions that havc bccn taken by DLA diminishes the potential 

(161 and Commissioner Stcde know, I move around a lot, and I wave 

117) my arms a lot, and I get a littlc bit emotionally involved in 

[IS] what I say, but it's because I believe in what I say, and I 

1211 military value of thc distribution system of this United 

Inl States. 

[23l What wc want to show you today is that DL4 has 

(161 lllat's real military muscle where you want to spend your 

(171 operation and maintenance budget.They also do themaintenance 

(1131 of their equipment, and that is important to the exercise of 

1191 nruscle, and then they buy the needed supplies. 

[w If you look at the model, what that tells you, to 

pi] get real military value from the distribution system, you want 

(221 I:O drive Y as low as possible, so you provide more dollars 

m] aw'adable for the exercise of that musde.That's real 
124 deviated from the decision criteria and thc rccommcndations 1241 rnllitary value.That is done by using the most cost-effective 
p5j that they madc to thc Secretary; that thcy did not comply with ns) tlepots, or combination of depots, and that gives you what you 
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[4] do certainly gives the appearance of preselection.Those are 

[q the points that I want to make today. 

161 Now, before I get into that I want to lay a little 

m bit of foundation about military value. In my 29 years in the 

[I] the law, and the fairness that you so greatly stand for, 

a because they did not treat all the bases equally; and that, 

131 even though they may not have done it knowingly,whattheydid 

141 ttmsportation from the suppliers to some intermediate point. 

[q which we call a distribution center or warehouse complex.The 

[61 operation of that, transportation from there to various 
m customers; you don't really know who that customer is going to 

[I] need from a distribution system. 

p~ Let's look at how the cost is made up in a 

pl distribution sys t em.Wt  you have are suppliers, 

181 Air Force as an operational commander. I was a big user of the 

[ 9  logistics system.As a logistician, I spent 12 years operating 
(81 k on a particular day or exactly whatthey want, so we have to 

p~ have the intermediate storage.There is also a base 
[iq the logistics systems.The only militaryvalue that a 

[I 11 distribution system provides is getting the customer what he 
1101 operational support for over and above costs for the operation 

of that depot, 
(121 wants, where he Wants it, and when he Wants it, and doing that 

(131 at the lowest possible cost. 

[14] Now, all of those factors are collected in the 
[tq performance indications by DLA.AU of those factors are 

[I61 available on Customer satisfaction and performance. None of 

[in those factors were used in DLA's analysis to come up with their 
[la] decision process, and they call impact operational readiness, 
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1121 Those three cosw:Transportation, distribution 

[i3] depot operations and general and administrative make up the 
[14] cost of the distribution system. 

115) III DLA1s analysis of military value, the only part 

(161 a,,t cost equation that they used was G &A,They didn't 

[,q look at the distribution cost of operations and, in fact, 
[la] flatly said they were not going to look at that. How can you 

[ I  91 and that is certainly a deviation from criteria Number 1. 

1201 In the change from the '93 analysis to the '95 
1211 analysis, DLA really changed the scope of things, and they very 

[q much downgraded operational efficiencies. Operational 
[nl efficiencies, as I just talked about, is the most important 

J P I  P u t  of the mw value equation. and they have made it the 

[2q less important part. 

[is] take 40 percent of the cost of the depot operations out of your 

[zo] anal!-sls and say you have looked at operational efficiency 

(211 appr!:\priately? 

(221 Iksides that, when they looked at Defense Depot 

PI Ogdcn, they overlooked a very obvious factor, and that is the 

[24] fact that Defense Depot Ogden is the largest standdone depot 

1251 that cloes what we call reimburseable workload. It's a kind of 
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2 maintenance workload that they do in conjunction with the 

arehousing functions.?hat's about a third of the operation 

of Defense Depot Ogden. It pays for a good share of that v 
!A: overhead: 510.5 million a year. and it should not be 

[< considered in the cost of the depot operations. 

[c DLA took that G &A overhead from the reimburseable 

,.i: account and stacked it on top of the depot, added $10.5 million 

[s: to the G &A and used that in their discussion of base 

(7 operational support.That also skewed their application of the 

[:r: sales model. 

1 :  Sow, I'm not going to get into that, but I'd be glad 

(18 to talk to Your staff about that. But that much skews the 

[I31 Sales model and gives You a very different outcome when You 

[il: operate the sales model, which they say was important to them. 

(15 Another opportunity to look at cost efficiency was 

[I 5 done by DLA themselves.They commissioned Peat Marwick to do a 

[ i ~ :  study.When they were trying to decide California depots, 

!IF Pennsylvania depots, and Utah depot, where should we Put our 

[: q primary distribution site? 

[q Now, this came about because of a lot of pressure 

p ~ j  put on them by Congressman Hansen,when he said,'Youarenot 
pq looking at the most cost-effective depot for your primary 

(a] distribution site; you need to look into that." 
n.1 They commissioned Peat Marwick to do the study, 

opefully to give them information that would refute what 
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[:j Congressman Hansen was saying.What happened is the Peat 

Marwick study came back and demonstrated clearly the Defense 
,x Depot Ogden was the most cost efficient of those Eve depots. 

4 . . They have written to you and say, 'You can't use the 
Peat ,Marwick study." What I'm saying is you can. Let's look 

;E] at what Peat Marwick found out. 

, The bottom is a quote from Peat Marwick, and it 
IZ: says. Our analysis revealed that binable - fast moving 

[91 stock - bulk - slow moving stock - and hazardous - slow 

[ i q  moving stock - has to be about equal in order to evaluate the 

[ i  r! depots.The depots that we evaluated: Sharpe,Tracy, 

114 ~echanicsburg, cumberland, and Ogden, we looked at those 
[I 3 ~ro~or t ions ,  and they within about three Percent of each 

[ ~ c :  other.They are comparable. So you can look at the total cost 

[I q of operations - I'm sorry that second line which says total 

[ ~ q  cost should say total lines, which is the operation in and out 

(13 of the depot* and You can compare the unit cost, and You can 
[ls] see that Ogden is clearly a more cost-efficient depot in that 

[ i q  comparison by Peat Marwick. 

pq Peat Marwick also said, you can compare depots by 

EI] looking at other factors.And those are the other factors that 
- they looked at which they said are comparable. 

M? Kow, what Peat Marwick did say in their study and 

hat DLA hangs their hat on is that you can't arbitrarily 

[25] compare all depots, because if that workload mix isn't close 
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[I] together,, you won't necessarily get the same answer. But what 

[21 we found, through the past two years of history, is that, even 

pi moving the binable, fast moving stock from DDOU to the 

[4] Californ~a depots, DDOU is stiU cheaper than the California 

[ q  depots,, using mostly hazardous and slowmoving bulkitems.And 

16) that's a $21 per item cost at Ogden, and a $23 item cost at 

m wor;ni;1 right now, according to D L K ~  records; 21 and 

[a] change, and 23 and change. 

19) So it is our contention that DLA, when they were 

(101 making their decision process, were arbitrarily combining 

[I t ]  Sharpe and Tracy with Mechanicsburg and Susquehanna as an east 

(12) and we.51 coast depot, inappropriately disregarded evidence that 

[is] said, yo11 shouldn't do that, you should look at other 

[141 combinations. 

[ i q  The question is, why would DL4 do that? I mean, DLA 

L,61 ought to tr)ring to drive down that y cost.\k'hy would they 

[ i n  arbitrarily disregard that study! The answer is they had a 

[la] preconceived concept of operations. Intuitively appealing, 

j i q  we've got to support the west and the east in conflict, so 

[m) we'll go tc:~ the west coast and we'll go to the east coast. 

[ZI] Intuitively appealing, unfortunately not substantiated by fact 
122) or past operations.They did no analysis to come up with the 
m] concept of operations. 

1241 Let's review the minutes of what happened, okay? 
ps] They said, In the beginning, we'll have eight standalone 

- 
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[I] depots.Rre'U look at eight standdong depots in '93; we'll 

[a look at ei,@~t stand-dong depots in '94, and in the March time 
PI frame, &t's what they were doing. In April, they came up 

(41 with this ccmcept operations, and they said,We'll arbitrarily 

[sj combine California and Pennsylvania depots and evaluate them 

161 against the other depots. 

m And then they said, in August, We need to make sure 

[el we change our concept of operations so that it doesn't look 

like we preselected. In fact, let's look at the quotes from 

[lol their minutes. hApril,We need to make sure we craft our 
(111 concept of operations so it supports our decisions.Then the 

j i q  decision that they reached in April is, We'll combine Sharpe 
(13) andTracy and Mechanicsburg and New Cumberland,and we won't 

[I41 review them in the BRAC process.That's what they said in 
[ t q  their Exeaittve Committee meeting. 

1161 Then in "$4, they said, Oh-oh, maybe we've done 

[ i n  something wrong.You better make sure you go backandchange 
[ie) that concept of operations so it doesn't look like we've 

[ i q  preselected. 

[20] Let's look at the decision process that DL4 went 

(211 through. No numbers involved; no analysis; just the decision 

w process. Military judgment. 0kay.They said.We have about 

124 30 depots, some of them are co-located with other defense 

~ 4 1  installations. and some of them are stand-alone.The first 

1251 decision was, We'll let the other services decide about the 



141 judgment. 

[s] So, when they made that decision that took out all 

161 the co-located depots; they didn't have to look at them 

m anymore. Now they have the eight stand-alone depots.Al1 

[a] right our concept of operation says we're going to combine in 

[ 9  California and combine in Pennsylvania, and evaluate them 

[ io] against the other four; let's see how that comes out. Well, 

[ i t ]  that takes them basically out of the process.They said we 

1121 weren't going to evaluate them; they didn't really, they just 

[ i g  assigned some numbers that gave them very high military value, 

[ lo] and then took them out of the equation from any further 

[is> analysis.That left four. 

[ is ]  They made another decision.They said, Il we have 
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141 gets backlogged. Ln fact, they even have contingency plans on 

[q how to go to the ports at Puget Sound and the ports at San 

[q D~ego and Los Angeles.And even during Desert Storm they went 

m to the port in New Orleans. Okay. So where do you want to be 

[a] d the port at Oakland gets jammed up. Do you want to be right 

[91 at the port of Oakland where they can't take what you're trying 

(101 to feed them, or do you want to be at a strategic location, 

(1 I] 'where you can service all of those ports equally weli, cheaper 

(121 In transportation costs, because you don't have to do this. 

(131 'r'ou don't have to go all the way to the end, and then ship, 

(141 txxause each one of those arrows is transportation cost. So 

[ i q  yon don't want to be out there.You want to be centrally 

116) located. 
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[I] co-located depots. Lf the service decides to close a base, and 

(21 we have a depot there, we'll close our depot there. No 

[rq an inventory control point at a base, which they do at Richmon 

[ ie] and Columbus, we're going to stay there. So that took those 

[ ig] two off.That left only Ogden and Memphis. Now, surprisingly, 

[m i  that comes pretty close to the 64 million attainable cubic feet 

[ a ]  of space that they were trying to get - net - trying to get 
[nl rid of. With no analysis at all, no r~umbers at all, they've 

[ a ]  already reached their decision. It's Ogden and Memphis, it's 

1241 obvious. 

1251 NOW, BRAC law states that everybody needs to be 
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[21 The reality of Me 1s every conflict that we've w [s] analys~s as to whether that's right or wrong. Just a , p ]  had, where we've shipped to the Pacific, the port at Oakland 
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111 treated equally. Every base should be evaluated on its 

(171 'The other thing that we need to look at in the 

[ ie] strategic location is the fact of where the customers and 
[ ig] suppliers are. DLA makes a big issue of this.They say, We 

[ m l  vnimt to be near the supplier and the customer. If you look at 
p i ]  the suppliers and customers in their sales model, 88 percent of 

[22) thr: suppliers and 85 percent of the customers are doser to 

p31 Ogden than they are to California. 

(241 NOW, that's where it causes me to be really 

pq s~~spicious of this sales model. I spent two years in Air Force 

14 merits.And not treated as one against two.That didn't 

131 happen. We believe the DLA in what they did violates the BRAC 

141 law. 

[s] Now, let's look at some of their other analysis. 

161 They said,What is really important to the Department of 

m Defense is strategic location.Welve got to have our 
[a] distribution system in the right place.And also we've got to 

191 look at, how do you take care of military requirements in a 

(101 conflict? In other words, it's important to be able to process 

(1 I] wartime requirements. But they -you know, that's right, but 

(121 they didn't do any analysis to look at that. 

(131 Let's look at strategic location. Okay. Now, this 

(141 is a graphic of the distribution system, as it affects the 

[ is] western United States and the Pacific. If you look at the 

1161 suppliers that supply the commonmaterials whichDLAuses,you 

[ i q  will see that about 80 to 85 percent of those suppliers are in 

[ ie] the Rust Belt of the United States, the Pennsylvania, Ohio 
119) area. So most of the material comes out of that part of 

[zo] country and it travels to the west coast.The issue is, where 

(211 are you strategically located to distribute that material 

[221 best? Just leave that for a minute, Bob.Where are you 

[z3] strategically located?They said,We need to be in California, 

[zd] so were close to the port at O a k h ~ d ,  because Oakland ships to 

1251 the Pacific.And we want to be out here at the end of the 

[I] studies of analysis, and what I learned is a healthy respect 

[21 for mathematical models that optimize things. If they don't 

[31 meet the common sense test, they are probably giving you 

[4] erroneous information based on wrong assumptions. 

[q SO when you look at the suppliers being doser to 
(61 Ogtien, and the users being doser to Ogden, that the percentage 
pq mite, there is something wrong with the sales model.That goes 
[a] back to that G &A, which I say they stacked on top, and called 

R the depot operations of Ogden $10.5 million more than they 

[lo] re;lIJy were. 

[I I] What you really want for the strategic location in 
(121 tht: west is someplace where you can ship to the Pacific quickly 

1131 in conflict, daily in peacetime operations, but you can easily 
1141 reach the entire western United States quickly from. 

[ is ]  Let's face it, most of what we distribute in 
[ is ]  pe:~c.ctime operations is in the United States, not overseas. 

(171 And, .when we go overseas, we need to be able to go overseas 
[ is] fro111 all the ports available to us equally; not just one. So 

[ig] that says the strategic location of California doesn't hold 

[xq water when you look at the fact of how we operate. 

(211 1 i t . 1 ~  did things come about when they put the numbers 

(221 to their evaluation? They changed the '93 to '95 numbers. 

p31 They ,gave points for a containerization consolidation point; 

124) that basically drove the analysis. I'm going to talk about 

ps] that.And they used throughput design capacity improperly. 

--,. 
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They changed the emphasis from '93 to '95 from 

-kins at efficiency expansion capability and excess storage 

31 to what are you currently doing and are you a containerization 
dl ccmsolidation point or not.And then they defined it; they 

q szd.You can only have two containerization consolidation 

61 polnts: Sharpe and New Cumberland. 

;1 What is a containerization consolidation point? 

a1 It's a big warehouse like this, with a lot of doors where YOU 

91 ~ t 7  take shipments and consolidate them together into a 

.cl spccrfic container and ship that off to the port by rail. 

El-cry DLA stand-alone depot has been a containerization 

consolidation point, can be a containerization consolidation 

.q pant, and, in fact, because of the deployable medical supply 

'11 system that is done at DDOU. DDOU is a containerization 

.q consolidation point where it ships train loads of hospitals to 

.q the ports during conflict. 

.;1 What they did is they said,You get 100 points if 

.a] yc.u are: you get zero points if you're not, and we're only 

.91 g m g  to give those points to California and Pennsylvania; the 

z q  rest of you are out in the cold. No analysis, no 

ill ccxisideration, just military judgment. 

;21 Okay, throughput capacity. Remember, they said. 

a1 It's important to be able to process wartime requirements. 

That's the throughput capacity of a depot, what it was designed 

r" .What did they use? They said, well, what's your current 
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1 1  -rkload?Well, current workload is established by management 

21 decision.That has nothing to do with your wartime 
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[I) numbas. a much better mix, 100 points bcttcr.Thosc uc 

lz] discrimina~.ors. 

(31 ~ h u c  b also other important factors that DIA 

[4] didn't cvtn, consider that would add to that military value. 

[s] kt's look at some of them. Installation cxcellcncc:Thc 

[6] definition for installation cxccllencc is outstanding 

m performon1::e over a long pcriod of time with cmploycc 

[a) participaticm and cost reductions and continued low cost 

[9l operations. DIA gave an award for that.Thcy gave it six 

[lo] times, '87 to '93. Only one dcpot cvcr won that award in DIA. 

1111 ALL six times DDOU won it. DDOU hasn't cvcn bccn considered by 

[12] DLA as a 13~-imary distribution site. Something is wrong. 

[I31 Why L; I')DOU a leader in cost cfficicncy? Wdl, if 

[14] you just Lxlk at Utah and California, you gct one up front real 

[ ~ q  quick It cost a dollar an hour less to hire a blue collar 

[ ~ q  w o r k  In IItah than California and that's by law. Okay. So 

[ ~ q  you've got that going for you. 

[la] Cheaper transportation is able to bc negotiated in 

(191 Utah than in California because of the interstate and 

[201 Intrastate tariff rates. 

PI] You have lower &pot operating cost bccausc of the 

[221 installation cxcdlcncc that wc talked about.And definitely a 

p.31 more protluctivc work force, also talked about in installation 

[24] cxcdlcnct:. Kcimbursablc workload, which I told you about, 

p q  offsets sornc of that ovcrhcad cost.Why not take advantage of 
- .- 
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[I] it? It lets yc~u operate a distribution depot system much more 

12) cheaply. 
31 apability.Your wartime capability is what you were designed 

41 for.And they have those numbers, they used them in '93; they 

51 just didn't use them in '95. 

q What would be the outcome in their military value 

7 analysis if you gave no points for containerization 
sl consolidation point as they did with surface transportation, 

q bccause everybody has it, and if they used real wartime 

'q throughput capacity, what you're designed for, and looked at 

' I   flew^ inde~endentl~?You get a much different picture of 

'21 value than what they tried to show You when they said, 

'31 --ell, Sharpe and Trac)'and New Cumberland and Mechanicsbwgare 

dearly superior to anythtng else.WeU, the way they've lined 

.q up the points, any combination of two depots will be clearly 

.q superior to anybody else because you're looking at the current 
' ;1 a-orkload. Okay. 

.a1 So you have this which says things have not been 

.q dealt with equally by DLA. Does it make Sense to combine two 

q depots for a PDS? There may be some merit in that, and if we 

i:] look at the western united States, and we use the factors that 
?I-4 used, what do we come UP with when we make all of the 

( rombinat ions  that are possible in the west? When you look at 

XI Sharpe and Tracy and then you combine Ogdenwitheither Sharpe 
z q  or Tracy, you find you have a much better mix, using DLA's 

[3] All righi, DDOU was designed to be cost efficient. 

[4] In 1986,lDL.A said, Let's do a study and determine where the 

[q best locadon would be to put our fast moving binable stocks. 

[q Where should we locate all of that to get the most efficient 
m operation?The outcome of that decision was DDOU.Their study 
[el said, Put it there.They spent $23 million mechanizing Ogden 

R for binabte, fast moving stock, and now they are saying,Well, 
[lo] we don't want to do that anymore; we want to move that 

[ti] someplace clse.You can drive down the cost of operations of a 

(14 depot by moving binable, fast moving stock there, but, if you 

113 have mechanized one facility to handle that and you haven't 
[14 mechanize~ll another facility, you will never get to the low cost 

[iq that you ha.d where you were mechanized for it. DDOU is 

[qq mechanizel:li for that. 

[iq Another thing that wasn't considered: DLA gave no 
[re] credit whar..mever for HillAir Force Base, 12 miles down the 

(191 road.You know, they said,Well, you don't airlift out of  ill 
[20] Air Force Base; that's not anAPOE.Well, history tells us 

pi] differently. Desert Storm; Desert Shield; 326,000 pounds by 
(221 air over the pole baled out Mechanicsburg when they were in 

[23l vouble ~~d Cuba, 927,000 pounds by & 

[241 W A i r  Force Base adds miliwy value to DDOu. 

125) It's much closer than trying to go from Sharpe toTracy to 
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:.! Travis and you get C-5s and G141s in there just as easy as you I [I]  c:crsting DLA $10 million a year for the next 12 years in 

W "  get them in Travis. 

, Depmeds; reimbursable workload. Major issue.The 

!z: folks that went out there looked at that.This is a 

:;; oneaf-a-kind operation. It's treated kind of like a tenant, 

:EI but it's really DLA work force.What it is is all the 

I;: deployable hospitals that the Army uses when they go on a 

[el humanitarian or a contingency operations, they are shipped out 

[a tirpreciation.That depreciation has to be picked up in that 

131 cost of operations that goes into that $27.60.What Peat 

[4] 1vl;alwick says is, you probably ought to sell that, or you ought 

151 to increase its capability, because it's never lived up to the 

[q throughput that it was designed for, because it's not 

m mechanized properly to handle binable, fast moving items. So 

[el Shupe is where the excess capability is, and that's where we 

(121 in your book which says,We want to stay there. It's a reduced , i i ~ t  select the most cost dective opention; they didn't 

mi of there all the time, they are shipped out of there using 

[:q containerization consolidation procedures. It is someplace 

[i I ]  where the Army wants to stay.We've got a letter from the Army 

pl think we need to look for DLA's reduction. 

1101 We've demonstrated, I think, that they deviated from 

[i l l  the criteria.They didn't select the best militaryvalue; they 

114 cost operations because it's cheaper there.The humidity is 

[la] just what they need for the outside storage where they store 

[iq these, and it's costly to move these operations, and it doesn't 

1 -  _ - 
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[la] treat each installation equally, and whether they did it 

[id] kaowledgeably or not is not my judgment to make. But, as I 
[is] read their minutes, and I look at their concept of operations. 

[iq need to be moved. 

(17 Other tenants that weren't even considered.There 

[is] are over 900 people there in the Internal Revenue Service. 

[is] That's a major tenant. It's not a DLA office and function, so 

[a] they didn't consider it, but somebody in the federal governfmnt 
[a] is going to have to take care of that tenant. Not even 

considered in the DLA analysis.The DLA System Design Center; 

[a] that's a knowledge-based function of - computer folks that do 
[241 the computer analysis for many of the important programs for 

1251 DM; those folks are $50,000 and up employees.They are easily 
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[ I ]  employable in Utah.That knowledge base wiU not move.That 

m wiU put that design center operation two years, three years 

PI back trying to bring new people in. Even the smart people have 

::I to come up to speed on those systems. 

[q Defense utilization and marketing system. West 

;6] regional headquarters.They are at Utah because they support 
m all the western United States; they need to be centrally 
[a] located; they want to be centrally 1ocated.They need to be in 

!91 Ogden. It's the place to be. It's the hub of the west. 

[ i q  Summary, DDOU cost efficient operations, 

[ I  11 demonstrated every time you look at it. It demands that it 

[12] should be included in any analysis of a western primary 

[ig distribution system. It absolutely demands it. It's criminal 
[ i4 ]  not to look at it. 

[IS] DDOU provides additional flexibility, strategic 

1161 location; we demonstrated that. 

[iq The history is that it's a customer of choice, and 

[is] any combination with the California depot says,This is your 

[is] best combination: DDOU with anybody else. It's sort of like 

[201 saying Michael Jordan; if you've got him on your team, you've 
1211 got the best team. I would vote for Michael Jordan every day. 

[q "DLA does need to reduce excess warehouse 

p] capacity."There are excesses at Sharpe. If you go there and 

(241 look, there is only one building at Sharpe that's worth 
[2q anything; it's a 200-milliondollar investment, which is 

[ i 6  I am convinced that behind the brain, so to speak, there is 

111 preselection involved. 

[is] Thank you very much. I've talked very fast; haven't 

[19] allowed you to answer any questions. I'm available for any 

1201 cl~lestions that you might have. 

pi1 COMMISSIONER DIXON: I think, if it's all right 

[a With YOU, we'll wait until the end, General Pavitch, for the 

(n) questions. See what time we have left. 

p41 GENERAL PAVITCH:  hank YOU very much. 

pq COMMISSIONER DIXON: ~ o d  bless you. 
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[I] \;We're delighted to have Congressman Hansen here. 

1;1 CONGRESSMAN HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We 

M appreciate being with you; it's good to see you again.we 
[4j appreciate very much Commissioners Kling and Steele last week 

[sj as they toured Defense Depot Ogdenand Dugway Proving Grounds. 

161 Let me start by saying that Utah is no stranger to 
m this process. Base closures and rumors of base closures are 
[s] umlortunately a fact of life for the past several years. 

191 In fact, four years ago we closed Fort Douglas in 

[lo] Salt Lake. 

[i 11 (Congressman Hansen began his presentation again after 
114 switching microphones.) 

[i31 CONGRESSMAN HANSEN: Well, as I stated, it's a 
[i4] pleasure to be with you. We appreciated the Commissioner K h g  

[iq and Steele last week as they toured the Defense Depot Ogden. 
' 

[i6] Utah is not a stranger to base dosing.We've been 

[in Elred with this many times.As an eight-term Congressman, 

[is] wr 've gone through this in front of BRAC Commissions anumber 

[ig] of times. 

(201 We dosed Fort Douglas four years ago in Salt Lake. 

pi] I had a bill in to do that, and I think it was the right thing 

[221 to do. We had overcapacity there.Two years ago, we closed 

[n] 'IooeJe North, and in that one I don't think it was the right 
p41 thing to do.And I always have to smile because I remember the 

pq Cbrnmissioners making a big point that all that work was going 
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,- r l i  to go to Red River, and, don't worry, it will all be taken care 

f, and I'm curious what's going to happen if you close Red 

' W v e r .  but that's your problem, not mine. 

141 AS a member ofArmed Serv~ces Committee in Congress 

151 I personally believe we have come down too far too fast. I 

161 agree with my friend Dick Cheney when he gives an excellent 

m talk concerning that. 

[a] Let's take a look at the Secretary's recommendation 

191 in light of the statutory BRAC selection criteria.The defense 

1\01 iogistic agency recommendation for Defense Depot Ogden is a 

[I  11 clear product of preselection by DLA.A rwiew ofAir Force 

[121 BCGE minutes shows a substantial deviation from the military 

[is] value and return on investment selection criteria by 
(141 preselecting double depot combinations as San Joaquin and 

[tq Susquehanna and ignoring its own KMPG analysis. 
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[I] In January 1994 Peat Marwick's study vindicates Ogden as the 

[21 most efficient in the DLA. I've been a little upset at the 

13) charactel-irations of the study by DLA itself on their own 

[4] study. It IS my view that because this study didn't come out 

[s] how DLPI wanted it to, they are doing everythmg in their power 

[ q  to discount it. I ask you and your staff to review that study 

m carefully Ask the people who compiled it for DLA what it 

[a] means; tk~r y'll tell you.'I'hey may also tell you candidly as 

191 they havt:: me that one of the past commanders they toldthat DLA 

to] would look more favorably on the results of the study if Ogden 

111 came out 1ast.When I heard this, frankly, 1 was a little 

121 upset and a little outraged. Worse than that, I think it's 

131 dishonest. 

141 Regartiless of what you folks do, I'll tell you what 

i q  I'm going: io do. It's going to be before a committee of the 

[iq I have represented DDOU in Congress for over 14 

(11 years. I know this base very well. I know other DLA depots 

[la] well. 1 candidly doubt that few members of Congress have Spent 

1191 as much time rwiewing the DLA's management decision as I 
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[is] House on Services Committee and find the discrepancy that we 

[ t q  have here 

The folkE at Ogden deserve, and American taxpayers 

[is] deserve, better treatment than what DL4 is doing to them. DLA 
[ml have. 

In my opinion, Ogden has nwer gotten a fair shake 

[q from DLA in the past few years, and can be shown that Region 

[=I West buildup in Sari Joaquin has come at the expense of Ogden, 
(241 and I don't believe that's just coincidental. 

I can't help but tell you, Mr. Chairman, and members 

120) preselected its outcome, and violated the law requiring equal 

p i ]  treatmetit of all its bases. General Pavitch covered that 

w -lie-. 

(231 We're counting on you, the Commission, to be our 

p4] court of last resort.You have the power to make things 

[2q right. We're counting on you to be fair and we know you will 

1 -- .- - - 
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[I! of the committee, less than two years ago,Vice Admiral Smw, 

[q DLA's Director, was in my office to discuss DLA's decision to 

p ]  create two regi0ns.A~ you know, in these two locations: 

(41 Susquehanna, Pennsylvania. and Sari Joaquin, California, which 
[q DLA didn't really analyze for BRAC at this time. 

[s] At that meeting with Admiral Straw, I questioned the 
decision to make San Joaquin, California, the Region West 

[a] Headquarters, when Ogden's location and capacity made it a 

(91 superior candidate to that of San Joaquin. 

[to] I was told by Admiral Straw that it just made 

[ I  I ]  intrinsic sense to put it in California. I pressed the 

1121 A d d .  "Give me your analysis of this,Admiral, if you 

[is] would,   lease." I was shocked and surprised that DLA had not 
(141 conducted such a study prior to making such a huge decision. 

[is] However,Admiral Straw quickly assured me, he said, 

[ i q  "Congressman, don't worry about that. I'll back that up and 

117~ give you the facts to support it."That was two years ago. 

[la] I'm stdl waiting for the facts to support that decision. 

[is!] Admiral Straw also told me later, nevertheless, and 
[MI regardless of what bases close in the '95 list, he would not 

p i ]  recommend Ogden DDOUfor closure in '95,and he saidwhy.He 

r q  said, "because its capacity and it was such an efficient 

lepot," he said, "I would never put that one on the list." I 

q v ~ a v e  to admit I'm a little shocked when it went on the list. 

[2q DLA has done its very own studies of these depots. 

[tl be.And we want to help you all we can with any information 

p~ YOU may nc.:ed. 

p j  Now, if I, may switch to the Army's recommendation on 

[41 Dugway  roving Ground. It's unbelievable. I have great 

[ q  respect for our military institutions and many of military 

[ q  leaders are the finest our society is ever to offer, yet when I 
m see decisions like the Army's on Dugway, it, in my opinion, 
[el verges on incompetence. I shouldn't say that, I guess. It is 

~a] proof thai: the process has got out of reason. 

[to] Clearly, the Secretary substantially deviated from 

[ i l l  the military value selection criteria in his Dugway 

1121 recommemc.lation. 

[IS] Como311ssioner Kling and Steele visited Dugway, they 
(14 flew the ttour flight that it took to get out to that remote 

[ i q  1ocation.l'b.at's more than can be said about the decision 

[ i q  makers or1 Dugway.To the best of my knowledge, neither Army 

(171 Secretary'n~ga West or General Gordon Sullivan has wer visited 

[lei Dugway.F,t OSD, John Deutsch nor Bill Perry has nwer visited, 

119 nor has Joshua Gotbaum or Bob Baker. 

[m] I think elat Commissioner Kling summed it up best at 

[211 the site vi,jit; he said, 'You simply have to see Dugway and its 
[zq remoteness to believe it." Once you see it, you can see how 

[,mi ridiculous it is to expect to - that's my comment there - to 

[24] reclose this housing area and stdl support its vital chemical 

[2q and biolopjcal defense test missions. 
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[ I ]  I hope you folks realize this place is huge.This 

121 is bigger than Rhode Island. It's absolutely one of the 

131 biggest places you ever want to see in your life.And there is 

141 no way - if you close that, you better put a fence around it 

[s] and MPs and dogs, because you're not going to let people walk 

16) across that.We had a little boy walk across it one time and 

m killed himself because of all the armaments and chemical and 

[a] things that are there. 

[9] When you go out there, there is no gas station; 

(101 there is no comfort station; there is no 7-1 1 .What you see is 

1111 just 50 miles to the next community, a lot of jackrabbits, 

[121 rattlesnakes, a few coyotes, and high mountain passes.Thatls 

-- -- 
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[I] llsr I called back and he said, 'This is news to me. I've 

[q  never heard this bcforc." 

M So immediately wc said, "kt's have Lieutenant 

[4] < ; e n d  Coburn come over and talk to me," and Alma Moorc, and 

[ q  tb~r Assistant Secretary Hollis.Thcy came to my office, and 

[6] said, "The BRAC Commission" - this is what they said - "This 

m has got to be a mistake, it can't be right." 

[a] .4nd I said, Would you go before the BRAC Commission 

[91 anti tell them that? " 

lo] 'I'hcy said, "Absolutely, we will." 

111 hLr. Chairman, I sent you a letter to that effect. 

1 1  And now I know you've had another follow-up Ictw from the 

[IS] that way to me. 

[I61 The bottom line is that Dugway is vital to our 

[ i n  national security.The Army has vacillated in recent weeks as 

[is] to what it will keep and what it ad remove from Dugway. 

119 I thought it was interesting, when this list came 

1201 out, two days before I'm talking to a four star over at the 

~ c )  Pentagon, and he said, 'There is no way in the world we can 

pa dose Dugway. It's a national asset. Where in the world could 

[23] we find this? There is no place in the Lower 48 we could even 

V [24] h d  somethYlg m e  *cs.I8 

(251 LO and behold, the next day it comes out it's on the 

[I 31 a very remote area. 

1141 For a service which daims quality of life as a top 

[is] priority, the Army sure has struck out here.They are not just 

(161 wanting to close military housing, they are killing a 

( 1 7  community, and all of this to save about $6 million a year in 
[is] base ops cost.Thatls it; $6 mil l ion .We that's a lot of 

( 1 9  money to me personally, it's not even budget when it comes to 
[20] looking at a 25CbbilliondoUar defense budget. 

[21] NOW, when you look at the fact that the Army and 

p4 Test Evaluation Command has over $30 million in its 

[23] modernization budget for the next two years, it's become dear 

p4] that it's simply a question of funding priority. If the Army 

ps] cannot afford housing areas, why doesn't it close the housing u 
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[I] at Aberdeen, Maryland, right next to Baltimore and major 

[2] metropolitan areas? What about Yuma,Arizona? In Maryland, I 

[3] mean, my gosh, we've got the Chesapeake Bay. 

141 As the Chairman of the Public Lands National Park 

[s] and Forest Service CommitteeinCongress,we'remore concerned 

(61 about the environment there, and, if I may respecdully say so, 

m it's a very fragde environment we have in Chesapeake. 

[a] Dugway does testing for all of the services, not 

(91 just theArmy.TheArmy'sTestingandEvaluationCommand knows 

[lo] that Dugway is vital. Chemical and biological testing is DOD's 

[I I] top priority. So, perhaps the Army believes that, if it offers 

(121 Dugway up for realignment, that it will motivate the 

[I?.] administration and Congress to provide additional funding 

[I41 because of Dugway's high military value, and it certainly looks 

[ ~ q  be lixxle, and it would take you about 45 minutes to get there, 

[I61 and you would have to drive over a mountain pass, with narrow 

[ i q  ro,atis that are often closed in the wintertime. So it's a 

[la] challenge to work at Dugway and live anywhere else. 

[ l q  Because it is so remote, it is so precious to the 

[zol Department of Defense. It is a DOD asset and does testing for 

p i ]  all services.The tests include chem-bio defense testing, 

w equrpment shelters, vehicle and aircraft ventilation systems, 

[n] and protective dothing.Very important testing. 

p4) And just in the recent past a number of new 

pq facilities have been built at Dugway, a $32 million materiel 

(131 Army going back the other way. Docs the right hand know what 

[id] tllc I& hand is doing in this instlncc? 

[IS) lat me respectfully say, I would hope that you see 

[is] tlie importance of this base that we havc.And, cspccially, at 

[IV a tirnc when chemical and biological wvfvc and terrorism is so 

[la] prrident in the world today, this base is critical to 

1191 AmtAm. PIC- take a look at it. we appreciate it. 

[m] At this time I'd like to introduce retired Major 
p i ]  General John Matthcws; the forrnaAdjutant G c n d  of the Utah 

[nl Nar.ional G u t @  Past President of the National Guard 

[=I ~ ~ ~ , & u ~ ~ ,  and -tly the chief ~ilitary ~ d ~ i ~ ~ ~  to 

pd] Governor Mikc Lavitt. General Matthews will dabonte further 

pq sirnuon. 
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[I] 'Ihulk you, Mr. Chairman. 

[21 GENERAL MATMEWS: Commissioners, thanks for the 

p] opportunity of being here today with you and taking the time to 

[dl go over aU of these various base dosure issues, and 

[q realignment issues.we know that you have a big challenge and 

(61 we"re grateful to you that you're willing to serve and listen 

m to our story. 

[el My story is about Dugway Proving Ground, and I'd 

[91 fire to start out by telling you a little bit about it. 

(101 It's over 800,000 acres.As the Congressman said 

[it]  it's Larger than the state of Rhode Island. It's a long ways 

[14 to get to Dugway from town. If you want to go from Salt Lake 

113) City, you get iri your car and drive for 80 miles. If you 

[id] w:urted to get to the closest community that's nearby, it would 

-,- 
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:i1 housing units and bachelor quarters, and the students at that 

:q are trained by theTooele School District, in schools 

:3] that were built at the Enash Village. 

a ]  Let me just say, if your son or daughter graduated 

57 a i t h  a Ph.D. in chemistry or microbiology, and with a new bride 

61 xu4 ''I just got a new job at Dugway Proving Ground. I'm 

71 going ro go out there and earn a living."And, oh, by the way, 
a] you're going to Live in Salt Lake Civ,  and I'm going to 

:4 commute 4 hours a day, and they're going to do tests that take 

'a] 12 to 16 hours, so we'll add that 4-hour commute onto the 12 to 

.11 16 hours. How long would it be before that individual would be 

.2] finding another job in microbiology or chemistry? That is a 

.3] very great concern to the citizens of Utah and to the people 

'41 who run Dugway Proving Grounds. 

'q So, therefore, the Army's initial recommendation was 

.q a total shock. It had already been reviewed by the '93 BRAC 
'7 and rejected.The Army suggested they were going to do this 

s ]  testing, BL-3 lab testing at Aberdeen, and they were going to 

'91 do smoke and obscuration down in Yuma,Arizona. No 

201 environmental permits for either of those things; hadn't even 
211 started on that process, and then that was going to j u s w  

a closing En&shVillage.They were going to have security 

d y ,  and you have to have security forever out there as the 

ongressman said.You've got to have people - we have to have 

251 security on specific sites that are located as hazardous to the 

4 1  t e s t  facility, a bio test facility, a BL-3 facility, which, by . 
're wa); if this were moved to Aberdeen, would have to be built 

.\berdeen.And let me just tell you what you do in a BL-3 

[I] And then W y  he talked about General Shane's 

m letter. No~v, I'm a retired general, and I've had to write 

A letters. I've had to write letters where you say, the cause is 

[41 just, that I could do nothing for you, where you express 

[5] sympathy, but don't promise anythmg. 

[q I've never seen a letter like this.This is a 
m letter that goes m both directions at the same time, and then 
[a] says, We'vc: analyzed this; we think our costs were right, we're 

P J ~  right on course. We want to do this or maybe we want to do 

[lo] that and this is the right course of action. I can't believe 

[ti]  it.You really ought to read that letter. It's a dassic. 

[ i q  I'm really glad he signed it and I didn't. 

[i3] Let me say, f d y ,  that after his letter, the Army 
(14 is still trying to determine what they want to do, but, in 

[ i q  fact - in fact, what this amounts to is an attempt to justrfy 

[I61 a sufficient relocation to, therefore, justify the closure of 

[ ~ q  English Village. 

[is] Now, after they've admitted their errors, and after 

[ig] his letter, ~vc :  need to point out to you an item in your packet 

[zo] that IS verv ~mportant, and I want to read some of that. Dr. 

[ZI] Phillip R. Cc~yle, the Director of OperationalTest and 

[2a Evaluation and Dr. John A. Burt, the Director ofTest Systems 

(231 Engineerir~g and Evaluation, wrote amemo to Joshua Gotbaum and 

[ a ]  John Deutsc h. 

[2q Now, re member, these two gentlemen are the leading 

[I] populatior~. So all you would have was security there. 

[ a  ~~d the,, they were going to go safari testing, by 
[3] bringing ttrsts back from Aberdeen or from Yuma to do it at 

I -- -- 
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61 b. i [dl Dugway, ac~d then, if something goes wrong with the test and 

si A BL-3 safety level implies practices, safety [s] somebody calls up the Governor's officer and says, 'What's 
61 equipment, and facilities that are applicable for work with 1 [ q  going on with this test." somebody at Dugway says, 'YouI have 
71 ndigenous or exotic agents, where the potential for infection 

a] is real. and the disease may have serious or lethal 

9 consequences.That's what a BL-3 lab is.And the Army's 

.GI proposal would require them to try to get permission to build a 

'11 BL-3 lab right next to downtown Baltimore. 

Now, my wife said that a BL3 lab sounded a little 

.q bit to her like an oriental brothel, but I don't think that's 

'41 what it is. I think it's far more serious than that. 

.51 In addition, at Dugway, they have the ability to do 

.6] outdoor unconstrained smoke and obscuration testing; the only 

.q phce in the country where you can do that. 

'a1 Ln the last decade there has been about one half 

'91 billion dollars in modernization spent at Dugway Proving 
2q Ground, and part of that has been EnglishViUage. English 

211 Village is like an oasis in the desert. I know that our two 

pl commissioners who visited can share that with you..There is a 

231 theater. a bowling alley, a small golf course, a new community 
241 center. a library, a new fitness center - about a $4 million 

oroduct - a commissary, a clinic.There are 578 separate 

m to call Aberdeen, or you'll have to callYuma, because we don't 

[a] deal with that." 

191 This Army proposal reminds us of the process of 

(14 loading jackrabbits on a flatcar; it's just one continual 
1111 change.The more people we talked to, the more it changed. 

(121 Congressm.an Hansen described to you what's gone on in this 

[13] process since he was invoked in it. 

(141 First, they make the proposal.They wanted to fire 

[is] more peop.le than exist out there.And then, after that, they 

[ i q  said, 'veil, King's X.we had too m y  people on the list. 
[ i q  We're going to do new numbers. Now what we're going to do is 

(181 take the cornmand and control people out and leave the 

[ i q  testers."V7hat they failed to mention was that the command and 

120j control people do the testing. And, in fact, not only do they 

[ a ]  do the testing for that specific mission, but they do for other 

p~ missions :is well, and, therefore, they would cut the test 

(231 ability a substantial amount and lose all of their command and 

[ a ]  control, yc:! still have to do the tests at the same location. 

(251 Therefore, they modified again. 
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[I] advisors on operational and developmental testing directorship 

121 for Secretary Perry.That's who these people are; that's who's 

131 writing this memo.And what they Say is, 'There are two major 

[dl showstoppers, and one of those s h o w s t o ~ ~ e r s  was thehmy's 

151 proposal on Dugway Proving Grounds." Theywrite,'neArmy1s 
(61 proposal to realign Dugway Proving Grounds should be 

m challenged. Rationale 1. Dugway occupies valuable land and 

[a] air space to the test waluation mission that cannot be 

[g] conducted elsewhere without high risk of environmental and 

[ lo] security compromise." 

11 11 By the way, I went out to a training exercise by the 

[ i q  Utah National Guard's Apache Battalion, and I went into the 

[ i q  tent and stepped on four scorpions on the way over to the 

briefing board.That's what's out at Dugway Proving Gr~unds. 

[ is ]  I hope there are no representatives here from the Scorpion 

[ i6] Protection Association. 

[ i q  "Rationale 2.  moving chem-bio agent research to 

[ la] Aberdeen/Edgewood is highrisk.Edgewoodisinandnearhigh1y 

[ ig] populated areas: Baltimore, and major bodies of water, 

Chesapeake Bay, where accidents or miscalculations can result 

p i ]  in environmental impact with little chance for timely 
[nl control." No time for control. 

1231 "Rationale 3. Costs to duplicate at Edgewood new 
p41 facilities currently at Dugway are unnecessary." 

pq "Rationale 4. Since Dugway does chem-bio testing 
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111 for all of the services, each of the services needs to sign off 
m on the Army's proposal whatever the Army's proposal is, and 

p ]  agree that they could continue to have their testing needs 

[4] met." 

(51 They recommended that the Army withdraw its proposal 

[6] to change the status of Dugway, and, instead, develop a 
m proposal to relocate and consolidate all chem-bio testing and 
[a] research activities to Dugway. 

[9] So, in essence, they said, instead of going this 

I101 way, come back this way, bring the stuff to Dugway, don't take 

[ i i ]  it away. 

[I>] We can't frnd any evidence that anything happened 
[ i3] with that memo except it's been ignored.We can't tell 

[14] anythmg that's happened to it. 

(15) AS a result of this, the Army National Guard in the 

[ i6] State of Utah, which has facilities under contract at English 

[ i  71 Village, made a proposal to try to hold onto their facilities, 

[ is ]  because they do artillery firing and other activities out 

I l g l  there, in an attempt to keep a portion of EngbshVillage open 

(201 for their activities.They then were approached by the 

[21] citizens of the community and asked if they would assist in 

[ n ]  trying to keep the entire facility open.And they estimated it 

1231 would cost at least $9.5 million from thekmy out front to do w [ z ~ ]  that.The Governor has a task force looking at that, but we 

p s i  have to tell you that that's a very, very iffy proposal. 

.- 
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111 1 ran tk National Guard for 12 years, and we are 

n no1 in the business of running military installations. We 

[31 don't have the manpower, and we don't have the financial 

141 support to do that sort of thing.That is not privatization. 

[ q  'me National Guard gets 97 percent of its money from 
[ q  federal funds. So, therefore, that is an Iffy proposal, and 

m yc~ur decision should not be made on the basis that that could 

PI kppen.  

(91 Finally, I want to call your attention to a letter, 

[ i q  whlch is in your packet, from Brigadier General Dave Nydham, 

[ i l l  U.S .Army Retired, used to be the Commander of Dugway and 

[iq retired as the Commander of the Chem-bio Defense Commandat 

[ is ]  Edlg~:wood, Maryland. It would be hard to find anybody more 

[id] ex p rrt than Dave Nydham, and he certainly has some information 

[ is ]  there that you ought to listen to. 

[ i q  I.et me just dose with one final statement. Even if 
[ i q  you rake Enghsh Village off the BRAC list, the Army, unless it 

1181 pr,3vides the funds, could still close it on its own. 

[ ig] We need EnglishVillage open; we need to ensure 

[20I that, if this kind of highly sensitive testing is going to go 

pi] on in the deserts of Utah, that the Governor could guarantee to 

the citizens of Utah that their health is protected.And we 

[n] carulot do that if the individuals who are going to do that 

p4] testing are the people who cannot get jobs anywhere else, and, 

[2q  therefore, have to do the commute that would be necessary to 
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[I] work at Dugway Proving Ground.That is an unacceptable 
p~ sihiation for the citizens of Utah to live with, and for the 

M Governor to support. 

[4] %:I we need your help in trying to make sense out of 

[ q  the rrladness that's coming out of the Army right now, and to 

[q support the maintenance of the testing activities at Dugway and 

m English Village. 

[a] 1' appreciate very much your time and your 

191 willingness to listen, and it's my job to introduce, again, 
[lo] General Pavitch, who is going to talk to you a little bit more. 

[I 11 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you, General 
[14 Matthews, and we're delighted to hear General Pavitch again. 

[ i q  GENERAL PAVITCH: Okay, I'm back. Over here 

[ is ]  right in your face. I got a little carried away last time, 

[ i q  spoke a little fast. Like I say, I get enthusiastic about 

[ i q  this, because I think what we're doing is important. I think 

[ i q  we need to make sure we get the right answers. 

(is] I'm going to taIk to you today about what I think is 

[ i q  another right answer. Not necessarily because it's good for 

[201 Utah, but it's good for the Department of Defense, and because 

p i ]  it follo~ws on with a very good initiative that the '93 Base . 
pq C1o:;ure Commission decided on that we needed to take a step 

[ a ]  towardmoreconsolidationandmore jointnessinthemaintenance 
1241 of O U T  weapons systems. 

p s ]  Ncrw, I could spend hours and hours and hours up here 
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q acalysis that have been done in preparation for this base 

q ciasure round. 

73 .4s an installation, a military installation with 

g to you about how Hill Air Force Base is a national 

&set. how it is the greatest depot in the world; I could show q 
21 you pictures; I could show you slides. I think probably the 

r ]  best testimony to that comes from the evaluations in the 

[s] Since then, that workload of 2.2 million hours has 

[6] drastically diminished for a lot of good reasons:There have 

m been weapons systems go out; there are not as much operations 

[I] there.Tht:y said, if, we move all the workload from the 

p] private sc:c tor, and all the workload from all the services to 

[3] that 1ocatitm.At that time it was 2.2 million hours in that 

[4] study. 

81 W u e  for supporting military operational wings, the Air Force 1 [a] tempo gc~ing on; there is not as much work to do, but also 
51 rued WAir Force Base as aTier I installation. 

.q As a depot, the Air Force rated it asTier I, as a 

. '1 unlit- depot .hd the Joint Cross Senice Group agreed with 

[gj because I he services themselves, the Army and the Navy, said, 

[to] we request a waiver from consolidating this, because we're not 

[ill sure they can handle iC we're not sure they can handle it. 
.q that and rated it asTier I for the depot.That is the only 

3 1  depot so rated in all of the considerations of air logistics 

.4] c a t e r s  done by any waluation. 

.s1 So it is clear that the Air Force and Joint Cross 

.q Service Group for depot maintenance thinks that H i  Air Force 

.q Ease is an installation that is necessary to satisfy the needs 

'81 of the United States Air Force and the Department of Defense 

[iq Because rhere is a lot of problems associated with 

1131 consolidatmg this kind of technical workload.You have to 

[14] have an infrastructure, and you have to have a base that 

[iq ensures yo11 you can take it on without adversely affecting the 

1161 operatiorral readiness of the s-ces. 

[ifl Letterkenny is a fine place, as far as I'm 

[la] concerned, but they just do not have that technical base, and 
.q =ell into the future. It provides those capabilities. 

2q When you combine W Air Force Base, Ogden Air 

211 -tics Center, and the UtahTest andTraining Range and the 

h q u e  environment that that provides for military operations, 
231 you have an installation that again says, you need to take a 

(191 they are running into a lot of problems in trying to bring this 

pol off. 

[zi] SO what the Army said is, since the workload has 

[24 diminisheti, Letterkenny is no longer a viable candidate for 
[z3] this consolidation, and they recommended to the DOD that they 

m k  at how we're maximizing the potential at this facility and 

w e  potential of this investrnent.There are great 
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-q advantage of the overhead costs that you've invested in 

.q operating that installation, that's good business for the 
7 Dcparunent of Defense.And I've been saying that for a year 

:a] and a half.Thatls what DOD needs to use is best business 

[24] disestabl,,~h thehmy depot there. 

1251 Here's a graphic of what's happened to the 
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: I ]  opportunities for consolidation there. 

-r) Optimizing these facilities is good business for the 

.3j Department of Defense.When you decide you're going to Stay 

51 someplace, if you can maximize what you are doing there to take 

3 practices. 

-q There is a major opportunity here for you foUcs to 

111 workloatl. It shows you what the drastic reduction has been, 

[21 and it is reduced. 

DOD said, we agree, we think we should disestablish 

(41 Letterkermy, and we'll take your recommendation,Army, about 

[s] how to continue the consolidation of tactical missiles.This 

(61 is really cl~~estionable to me.This is a consolidation.We're 
m going to put guidance and control at Tobyh-; we're going to 
[a] leave what's at Anniston and put some more at Anniston; we're 

[91 going to let the Marines continue to work on the Hawk missile 

[lo] andAUR and storage for the four systems that we have here at 
11 take a step in the right direction of doing that, and that's 

.q d y  what I want to talk about. 

3 1  Ln 1993, the folks that sat in your chairs made a 

.A1 decision that moved in the direction of saying, we ought to do 

.q more joint work.They were looking at the tactical missile 

.q workload in the Department of Defense, and they said, while 

7 1  mey were evaluating the Army and DOD recommendation to close 

[i I]  Letterkenmy, well, we're going to get Letterkemy open, so it 
[iq can continue to do that. 

[is] That's really questionable, that last line, when the 

1141 Army itself has designated Letterkemy aTier I1 depot, which 
[iq means yolk don't put anything there that you need immediately 

[is] for comt~at operations.?hey're saying, we're going to store 

[ I  71 our all upj;round missiles for the Army, Navy, and the Air Force 
-a1 Letterkenny Army Depot, that, maybe there was some merit in 
.q trying to consolidate all of this work at one place.?hey 

1 -- - - - 
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[la] at a depot that does not have the distribution capability or 
[is] the transportation systems to get those things in the hands of 

2q SUd, we should be more Cost efficient and we should be more 

effectwe m how we get things done. 

They looked at an Army audit, which was done in 

-992. and they said, we can realize the same savings by 

zq consohdating tactrcal mission workload at Let terke~y as we 

zq can by closing Letterkenny. But there was a huge caveat 

the - lii:hters when they need them. I think not. 

pi] I know the Air Force will not store all upgrounds 

[u) there; they'll store them atTooele,Anniston, or Red River, 

p ]  depending on what happens at Red River, but definitely not a 

p41 Tier I1 depot, because it doesn't have the capability to get 

ps] the assets in the hands of the war fighter. 
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[I] Anyway, that certainly doesn't look like a 

(4 consolidation to me.And, basically, it nullifies what the '93 

131 Commission said, is that there are probably some efficiencies 

141 to be gained if we consolidate this. 

(51 The Joint Cross Service Group for depot maintenance 

(61 said, okay, we understand that 623 hours of workload that 

m you're talking about, but there are some additional workload 

[a] out there.And here is where the additional workload is 

[g] associated with tactical missiles; that includes launchers and 

1101 vehicles and fuzes and components and some Black World stuff 

[I 11 that's done at Warner Robbins. 

(121 So they said, what the real workload is is 791,000 

[ i q  hours, so that's what you ought to look at.And they did a lot 

1141 of analysis on that.And the technical review group for the 

[is1 Joint Cross Service Group on depot maintenance came to the 

[ i q  conclusion that there is only one place where you could 

[IT] consolidate all of the airborne tactical missiles; that's at 

[ la]  0gden.And that's in the minutes of their meeting, and we've 

[tg] included the slide of that minutes in your handout there. 

[20] But W Air Force Base provides a viable 

PI] alternative to what DOD and the Army have offered in this 
[pl tactical missile issue.And I bring this up because I think 

[ a ]  it's important; I think it's important to do what's right for 

[ a ]  DOD. 

1251 HillAir Force Base has over 35 years of missile 
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experience.And you're going to see some figures in here that 
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[I] hours of work on wdance and control of tactical missiles; 

[ a  that's 43 percent of the projected workload to '95. 

[3] If you go to Letterkenny, what you wffl see is that 

[41 they have the equipment set up to accomplish 44 - about 44 or 

[ q  4'5,000 hours of production.They are not producing at that 

(61 level yet, because of the problems they have.They just have 

m the equipment set up. 

[a] li3arstow is working.And the future is either not 

191 here yet or is in the contractor's hands with interim contract 

Llol support. 

[I 11 So that's the guidance and control workload right 

( i2 j  now. It's dear that Hill Air Force Base is doing the majority 

[la] 01' the work. 

1141 ' h e  proposal is to move that 121,000 hours to 

[ i q  Lt:tterkemy from '93, and then move it on toTobyhanna.The 

[t6] cost to move that workload to Letterkenny is $12 million.Why 

[ i q  do that? That doesn't seem to make any sense. 

[la] 'This is all tactical missile workload: Launchers, 

[ i q  vehicles, guidance and control, all upgrounds, everythmg 

[20) aswciated with launch control:Vans, all of that stuff, 

p 1 j  currently done in existing facilities on all of these 

[22) conlponents at HiIIAir Forcc Base. 

~ 3 1  11.S.Air Force does 730,000 hours of work, the Hill 
(241 Air Force Base basically does it all; 98 percent of it.The 

pq DOC) does a million six, and 44 percent of that is done at Hill 
-- - 
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[I] Air Force Base. 
[ a  says it's doing most of the workload already anyway.The 

[3] reason being, in the early '70s, the Air Force said, we are 
[41 going to consolidate all Air Force missile work at one place. 

(51 That's our strategic missile work; that's our tactical missile 

[6] work, because there is a great synergy derived by having that 

- I-.- .- - ,- 
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[a We already almost have consolidation; it's almost 

p ]  there. Let's look. 

[41 The Air Force has invested in W Air Force Base to 

[s] put engineering, test, and repair.This is a full-service 

161 operation; this isn't just maintenance of guidance and 
m accomplished. 

(81 And the missile workload for guidance and control, 

19 which is what gets talked about most, 43 percent of the 

[lo] guidance and control workloadcurrentlydone at the Department 
[I 11 of Defense is done at W A i r  Force Base. In addition, 

1121 150,000 hours of launcher and vehicle workload, most of it 

[13] vehicle workload is done at Hill Air Force Base. 

(141 In '93 Hill Air Force Base wasn't considered because 

[is] they said, well, you don't have the vehicle capability there. 

[is] W Air Force Base takes care of the most sophisticated 
[ i n  vehicles in the service:The launcher and transporter, erector 

[ is]  launcher vehicles for Peacekeeper and for Minute Man.They 

[191 have a huge complex there, which your staff is touring today. 

[20] They are seeing this and looking at this in detail. 

[211 Let's look at just guidance and control, just the 

[ n ]  guidance and control workload for tactical missiles. 283,000 

In1 hours total. which is a projected workload by 1999. It doesn't 

(241 all exist right now. 

[251 Hill Air Force Base will produce this year 12 1,000 

m control. It's full service, so that you can get the advantage 
[a] of the synergy between tactical and strategic missiles. It's 

[91 optimized because the same facilities are used, the same 
1101 overhead is used in a lot of situation in a lot of cases, and 

[I I] it re,dy makes good business sense. 

[ i2 j  C:apability exists today to consolidate all tactical 

[13] missile work, not just guidance and control, but all tactical 
[14] missile work in all of those areas in a full-service missile 

[ i q  sul~port capacity in established existing infrastructure. No 

[ i q  military construction. 

[ i q  There is already a lot of intcrsemcing going on. 

[ie] In all of these weapons systems in technical and engineering 

[ i q  capacity, in the testing capacity, and in the depot capacity, 
the: Navy, the Marines and the Air Force are basically working 

p i ]  together already at Hill Air Force Base. 

pl Irn fact, interesting point, the Navy's Sidewinder 

(231 work was to move to Letterkenny. Letterkenny is not ready to 

[24] acc:ept it.The Navy contracted with Hill Air Force Base to 
[zs] acc.omplish it for them, and it's being done there right now. 
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What's in the future?Thatls important.You know, 

uctical missiles are an important part of the future defense 

:3] of this country. Stealth technology is the future, and we see 

:A] ir  coming in the tactical missile arena.The air-launch cruise 

:;I missile is taken care of at Hill Air Force Base, a multimillion 

111 and then you can reuse the missile cases, so you don't have to 

[q  buy new niissile cases.That's being demonstrated and tested at 

(31 W Air Force Base right now. 

[dl SO you get a full-service depot; not just someplace 

(51 like Tobyh.~nna, which is a communications depot that 
61 dollar facility has been built and is being in operation. It 

71 s the only stealth technology maintenance and repair facility 

:a] that exlsts in the Department of Defense. It's at Hill Air 

:q Force Base. 

[6] understands black box communications.You get someplace that 

m has been doing this kind of work and is set up to do it now and 

[a] in the future. 

[sl There is a transition plan in place, and your staff 
*ol If you make a decision to consolidate anyplace else, 

:I]  YOU are making a decision that says, we have got to build 

ra another facility to handle stealth technology, because that's 

[lo] is being briefed on this transition plan, and it's being 

[I i] demonstlated to them. It's being shown where the cost and 

[ i q  manpower savings are.And they will come back to you nextweek 
:13] the future. 

-141 What do we talk about when we mean full-service 

: 51 missile support? Repair, modification and maintenance, that's 

[la] with a myriad of information on why this is a good idea. I'm 

[14 just going to show you a few points here. 

[i5] The question comes up, if you've got so much at Hill 

i q  an assessment criteria, which is essential when you're dealing 

'el a ~ t h  weapons and munitions, because you've got to be able to 

usess the shelf life, the grain in the propellant, whether or 

[q Force is already using 40,000 square feet of that to store 

:q munitions in, and will continue to do that. 

m The distribution system; I talked about the 
[a] distribution system for Defense Depot Ogden. Hill Air Force 

: l q  one thing, but there is management, a total industrial complex, /[16] ~ i r  Force Base, why did the '92 study say Letterkenny is the 
[iq place to go? It's an interesting situation. HiUAir Force 

fie] Base did not participate in the study.The Air Force had one 
[ 1 9  person from Warner Robbins on the study. 

~q not the warheads are ready to go.AU kinds of things come up. 

.zi] And to do that assessment correctly, you need the 
221 abiity to test right next door, the Utah test and training 

n l  range and facilities that exist.You need to be able to 

smre.There are seven days'worth of munitions storage for 

nflict on W Air Force Base itself. Hill Air Force Base 
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[ I ]  =-as an Army ordinance depot before it was an Air Force Base,or 

[21 before it was an air logistics center.All of those bunkers 

31 -st and are capable of storing. Plus there is a million 

:A] square feet atTooele that's open and being used, and the Air 

[q  that exists Plus, in the downsizing that's going on in the 

[6] Air Force's recommendation for depots, there is about a million 
m additional square feet that's going to be made available as the 

[a] manpower is drawn away and there is more square foot area to be 

(201 HiUAir Force Base got one question. It said, how 
p i ]  much floor space are you currently using to do tactical missile 
pq guidance and control work? The answer was 56,000 square foot. 

[n] And they said, well, we need more than that, obviously, Hill 

[ a ]  Air Force llase is not a candidate.And that's as far as it got 

pq lookedinto. 
- - 
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111 ~ i ~ h t  now, available today, you a p a n d  to over 

m 200,000 square feet of raised floor, dean-room environment, 

M all co-located, doing tactical missile guidance and control 

[4] work and vehicle work, available today at W A i r  Force Base 

:I I ]  Force Base was moving 4,000 tons plus a day ofmunitionsoutof 

14 Hdl Air Force Base for Desert Storm.That's the capability. 

731 Those bunkers are right next to seven hard stands on the 

:id] runway.You can run the munitions right out of the bunker, 

:IS] nght onto the airplanes at Hill Air Force Base. 

:!q Disposal is an important thing when you're talking 

: i n  about munitions.The disposal technology that's going on at 

:re] Hill Air Force Base, both from the air logistics center 

::q standpoint and in partnership with the FICOL and Utah State 

201 University are demonstrating new technologies in disposal, 

?I ]  =.fiere you can take the rocket motor propellant, you can turn it 

?to a chemical slurry that can be sold on the open market in a 

-tally environmental benign setup, so you get disposal of this 

1241 uithout any environmental impact or cost. Oh, by the way, you 

?q turn it into a commercial product that you can make money on 

(91 Base is 12 miles away, has the same distribution system.When 

: iq  I told you about that airlift for Defense Depot Ogden, HillAir 

[I 11 Minor upgrades to electrical systems or air handling systems, 
(121 depending on how you divide the bays, but it's basically under 

[IS] $20,000 fox the whole operation. 

[id] The '93 BRAC said we want to do all of this by '99. 
[is] Hill Air Force not only can meet the '99 schedule; they can 
1161 beat the '99 schedule.And the reason is, they have people - 
[ i n  121 peoplv already doing this work, already trained.They have 
[la] no learning w e  in many of the weapons systems and very 

[is] minimal tr.iining in others. 

[20] The cc 8s1 savings; we think it's $3 million. Let's 

[21) look at thar This is over the '93 budget, not the '95 budget; 

[2q doesn't evrn look at the '95 budget. 

[23j Ln '93, $51 million were provided for the 

[24] consolidanon of tactical missiles.They spent 16 million at 

[25) Letterkenny according to the minutes of their working group 

[sl worked on. so floor space is certainly not an issue. 

[lo] The skills are in place. No investment in MILCON. 
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[I]  last month.That leaves $35 million. 

[21 You can consolidate everything at Hill - and this 

(31 is being demonstrated to your staff - for $26 million that is 

[4] currently at Letterkemy or programmed to go to Letterkemy. 

[5] Plus, you can move the other workload that the Joint Cross 
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(11 arid characteristics of guidance and control system.That's 

(21 nothing against those people; it's just they haven't been 

p] exposed to the kind of technology that's necessary to do all of 

[dl this work.And this work is too important to the defense of 

[q this nation to put someplace that will affect the operational 

161 Sewice Group for depot maintenance identified for $6 million, 
m which says, for $32 million bucks, I can save $3 million on my 

(81 '93 budget, and oh, by the way, I don't have to spend the $50 
[g] million that they say is necessary to move to Tobyhanna. 

[6] readiness of not being able to bring things up to speed when 
m they should be brought up to speed. 

[a] The Letterkemy issue is already slipping. We're 

[g] starting to pay money for the Phoenix and for the Sidewinder 

[lo] This is part of the transition plan.This is work 

(111 that's already in place.That's going on right now.There is 

[12] no transition.They can be up and running tomorrow. Hellfire 

[lo] for ~nterim contractor support. 

1111 That brings up an interesting point. Let me digress 

[12] for ,,st a minute, and I'm almost done. 
[13] is a missile that is just like the MaverickThe same 

1141 equipment, the same techniques, everythmg. So that's done 

[ts] right now. 

1161 These are missiles that, basically, you have to move 

[la] ( ;enera1 Clue talked to you. I know Jim talked, and 

1141 he: said, this work makes good sense to privatize.You asked 

115) him, did you look at Ogden Air Logistics Center, and he 

1161 basically gave you a standard, general answer that says, I 
(171 one or two pieces of support equipment or test equipment in SO 

[is] that they are on the floor, in the area, in the room.This can 

[191 all be integrated within a couple of years, just depending on 

[ln don't really -t to answer that question. I want to talk 

[la] about privatization.And he said, this is a workload that 

[ie] ought to be privatized, or could be privatized. 
what the transition flow of the testing is. 

pi] This is kind of the cats and dogs, a lot of vehicle 

w work.Vehicle work that's going on right now in Building 847. 
[n] You can move that in tomorrow. Most of this is easily 

[a] acceptable and can definitely be done within the '99 time frame 

pq of the '93 BRAC decision.And we will demonstrate - your 
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111 folks are walking the floor of where this was done.They will 

121 come back with that information. 

(31 Transition plan shows that all the skiUs are in 
[4] place to do aII of the workload. 

(51 All of the facdities are in place, with no MILCON, 
(61 to put all the workloads from those installations in those 

[201 1 raise two factors.When we were going to move the 
pi] Minrerick work from Ogden to Letterkenny, Letterkenny was not 

[pl going to be ready to take call of the work that needed to be 
p3l don.e, so we went to Hughes contractor, who built the missile 

[a] and said, what will you charge us to do the work that we're 
pq currently doing at HillAir Force Base? Now, W A i r  Force 
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[I] Base is doing it for $4 million. Now, I agree that there is 
(21 di:iparity on costs, you know, how much do you charge for this 

131 and what's your overhead, and how do you compare these costs? 
[4j But the contractor proposal was $24 million to do what Hill is 

151 dc,ing for $4 million. 

[6] Now, maybe there is a disparity, but it's not that 
m facilities. 

[el Summary: You can do what was decided to be done in 

A '93, plus what the Joint Cross Service Group recommended be 
[lo] consolidated for $32 million at Hill Air Force Base. 

m big. If we privatize this kind of workload, and there is lots 
[el of ir coming, we better be ready to shell out big bucks, 

p1 because it's going to be expensive. 

[lo] Another example: ModiEcation on aim 9. Ogden is 

[ I  I]  It makes sense. It's the right thing to do, even 

[12] for 791,000 hours, if you can do it someplace that's already 

1131 set up to do it. It doesn't make sense, if you're going to try 

[i 11 doing it for half the cost of what the contractor is doing it 

119 for: I[)ocumented, half the cost. 

1131 So YOU buy some things when you consolidate.When 
[14] and create someplace new. 

[iq Tobyhanna doesn't work on tactical missile guidance 

[16] and control systems, the kind of e1ectronics.A~ I said, they 

1 1 1  are a communications depot.They do some black box work and 

[ i 4  you take advantage of an infrastructure that exists, there are 

[iq thln!;s that should be done on contract and there are wise 

[iq things that should be done on contract, and probably a 

[in partnership between the contractors and Hill Air Force Base 
[is] some basic electronics, but they don't have the skills to do 

1191 this. 

[a] Good example: Hughes is on contract right now to 
1211 train the people atTobyhanna to accept Sidewinder work.mat 
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[la] would be a very good thing to develop. We've already talked 
[is] about doing some things like that with them, but when you're 

1201 talking about this kind of workload, it should be consolidated 

(211 in one place. ~t makes sense to do it. Hill& Force, Ogden 
124 Hughes found out - and these are people that are working on 
[23] guidance and control system, basically from remove and repair 

[a] is that they had to ~ v e  two weeks of training in basic 

[25] electronics before they could get into the unique capabilities 

[q Air. #.ogistics Center provides the opportunity, and it will meet 
[23] your BRAC schedule. 

p4] I:,; that my last slide, Bob? 

(251 Thallk you very much. 



:q Ctah, my old friend Senator Orrin Hatch. 

5 1  SENATOR HATCH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members 

3 of the Commission. We're honored to be here, and we certainly 

:a] appreciate the difficulty of your assignments. We understand. 

:4 . u d  I am going to just express on behalf of all of us the 

.ol appreciation to have Commissioners Kling and Steele with us 

. I ]  last week.They were terrific.They put in a very long, hard 

.z] day.And we're very appreciative of them. 

-4 Let me just make a few points in summary. Utah is 

-41 important to the Department of Defense. It's a patriotic 
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[5] literally would have to try to find homes probably 90 miles 

[6] away, travelmg a tremendous distance, over very difficult 

m rural roads and over a pass that, in the winter, is often 

[el covered with ice and snow. It's ridiculous.They'd be 
R spending ail their time driving.The costs of just paying the 

[ i q  driving expenses, and the other expenses would more than, it 

[t i]  seems to Inc, eat up what it would cost to maintain English 

(121 Village. %I 11 would be crazy not to maintain it exactly like 

[la] it is and to continue those processes exactly like they should 

[I41 be. 
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COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, 

v ~ e n e r a l .  

31 And we're delighted, of course, at this time to hear 
41 from the distinguished Senior Senator from the great State of 

- - .- 
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(11 We're not worrying about Dugway being shut down. 

12) They can t do it. Nobody else can meet the requisites what we 

[31 are worrlec i about is people having to travel 90 miles one way, 

[4] 180 miles a day to get there. We have 1,000 people that 

.q state. People are willing to take installations there that 

.q can't be taken anywhere else; they are willing to do work there 
'71 that would not be able to be done anywhere else.We have an 

.a] mtelligent, hard working, efficient, and productive work 

.q force. We don't think there is any better anywhere in the 

country, if not the whole world. 

211 Utah has unique geographic and environmental 

; t ~ 1  considerations that others just cannot meet; that others don't 

zq want to meet.And I might add that we have excellent 
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[ i q  We might say there is a billion dollars in 

[I61 facilities out there that can't be duplicated anywhere else. 
~ 1 7 1  And to say that some of these processes have to be transferred 

[re] toAberdee11, Maryland, with 27 million people in the immediate 

[ig] facility, and the Chesapeake Bay, as fragile at that it is, 

[mi with all of the environmental and other permits that would have 

(211 to be obtained, it could never be obtained back there. It's 

(221 almost ridic.ulous. In fact, it is ridiculous. I don't mean to 
123) be that tough, but I can't imagine the Army taking the position 

<acili ties. 

Let me just say, with regard to DDOU, it has a lot 
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:I] of capacity to accept storage from other depots around the 

3 country. It has the lowest per unit cost. It is considered 

3 one of the tops, if not the top in the whole system. It is 

:dl strategically located in the west. It can serve San Diego 

:q cheaper than the California-Sharpe, than that particular depot 

:q can. It can do it cheaper, more efficiently, and better. It 
also is the crossroads of the west, so it serves the east, the 

:a] south, and the west, in ways that really no other place can do 

3 it. It has unique missions. I might say that it's 

.q strategically located to do these missions. It's the only 
. I ]  place that has the dep meds or the deployable temporary 

hospitals mission. So we would feel very badly if that was 

:1 shut down under the circumstances and We would feel that real 
.4] consideration had not been given. 

.q With regard to Dugway, I just got off the phone just 

.q a little while ago with the director of the FBI. I just got 

4 7 1  off the phone and took the phone call right here at the table 

.a] from the Majority Leader of the United States Senate. We saw 

4 what happened at 0klahomayesterday.We sawwhathappenedin 

-4 Japan rhis last couple of weeks.We're talking about 
211 biological and chemical warfare, and we're talking about 

norism on a large scale that is coming to this country. 

e've been warning about it for a long time.And, in all 

241 honesty, the best facility in the world happens to be at 

251 Dugway. 

(241 that it has. And we have to keep that EnglishVillage open. 

(251 $6 miUion a year, out of a 250 billion dollar budget, for 
- -- 
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[I]  procedure:^ and processes that can't be duplicated anywhere 

[21 else. 

p ]  With regard to W A i r  Force Base. It's unique; 

141 it's the number one depot in the world.There is nobody else 

[ q  that can compete with it from a number one standpoint. It has 

[q the UtahTest andTraining Range; it has the ICBM, 
m Intercontinental Ballistic Missile Maintenance Mission; it has 
(81 the Computer Mega Center therc.And, as General Pavitch has 

[9] said, and has emphasized quite well, it has the tactical 
[lo] theater missile program.And all of that program should be 

[I 11 consolidated, and it should be consolidated at Hill. It would 

[12] save us millions and millions of dollars over the years. 

~ ~ 3 1  I d g h t  also just add in closing that Wvs work on 
(141 the FAA team is the &st major interservicing contract with 

[is] the Navy and may lead to additional Navy work. It's 

1161 important 

1171 I have to say that I don't believe these things can 

1181 be privati2,ecl at anywhere near the efficiency or the 

[is] productivity that we're doing right now at Hill. 

[mi Now, look, your job is difficult.We know it's 
[?I] important, k~ut let me just make this one last point.What we 

pq want in Utah is what is in the best interests of the Department 

[n] of Defense. But we expect fair and equal analysis. It didn't 

[ a ]  happen last time. We do not feel we received a fair hearing 

[2q for Ogden DD0.Any analysis has to include the western primary 



!6] as they should do, and as we will make sure they do do. 

So we want to thank you again. We appreciate being 

:el here with you today.Thanks so much. 

71 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Well, thank you, Senator, 

[:q and Senator, may I say to you and your colleagues, Governor 

[ r  11 Leavitt, Congressman Hansen, certainly, you Senator, and all of 

[iq your associates here who have made this fine presentation. 
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1131 We're indebted to you and obligated to you for this fine 

1141 presentation.You may be sure that everything you've said will 

[ T  g be carefully evaluated. And now we are going to have - are 

ys] there any questions from my colleagues? Commissioner Steele. 

1.71 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'll be very brirf. 

i4q Firstly, just if you could help me understand something. On 

i:9 Monday, when I asked the Joint Cross Service Group about 
pi consolidating missile work at Ogden, the answer was no.Their 

pi] no, as far as you're concerned, is based on poor measuring of 

p~ floor space or just a desire to privatize or cost or what? 

[nl  GENERAL PAVITCH: I'll give you an honest answer 

(241 I think it's based on interservice politics; that's what I 
M think it's based on, because anytime you look at what's 
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[I]  available there, and do an absolutely end-to-end analysis of 

3 what can be consolidated there, and what currently exists, you 

71 really can't come up with any other answer.You really can't 

:4] come up with any other answer.There has got to be something 

;jl else involved. I mean, why spend $12 million to move work 

161 that's being done cost effectively at one location, to move it 

ir] to another, which has been recommended to be closed? At the 
:B] minimum, at the minimum, all of the aeronautical missile work 

191 ought to be done at Hill Air Force Base. I mean, it's almost 

[lo] all being done there now, but at the minimum it ought to be 

[ t  t] there. It's a roles and missions issue. It's a roles and 

114 missions issue, is what it gets down to.Those missiles in the 

1131 Army is what they fight with and they want to be able to 

1141 control the maintenance of them.And I don't blame them for 

[is] that, I really don't blame them for that. So that's what I 
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;:I defense depots, which include both California and Utah. 

w A Anythmg less, it seems to us, breaks the law, and we want to 

21 be treated fairly.And, if we are, we don't have to worry 

:A] about these bases; they'll be kept intact, and they'll continue 

:q to do an efficient, productive, good job, the best in the world 

[6] GENERAL PAVITCH: No. 

m COMMISSIONER STEELE: I told you it was quick. 

[el COMMISSIONER DIXON: And so was the answer. 

[ 9  Thmk you, General. 

(101 And now we'll have a public comment period. I want 

[i 11 tc~ again express my appreciation to the distinguished folks 

[iq from IJtah.Thank you very much. 

.- 
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[I] Distribution Depot, Ogden, you mentioned how the celocation 

[q w i t h  Hill has been official regarding tactical missiles and 

p] other things. Should - and not making any presumptions that 

141 it would dose - but, if the depot did close, would that 

(51 al'fcct Hill's ability to consolidate missile work? 

[t31 We have a public comment period, and AdmiraI Montoya 

[id] will preside during the publiccomrnentperiod.Comments by the 

[is] pi.ll~lic will be limited to two minutes.Admira1 Montoya. 

(161 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

[in we're going to start with the Utah delegation first, since 

[is] you're here and you're in place. It will be more effective, 

(191 anti then we'll start - then we'll do the New Mexico 

[201 delegation. 

pi1 Let me begin by reading a prepared statement.As 

[nl the Chairman said, we are now ready to sct aside that time for 

[nl p ~ ~ h l i c  comrnent.We've assigned about 30 minutes for this 

p4 pmiod, and I believe I have 15 names from the two states. 

pq We've asked everyone to signup who is going to speak,andthey 
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[i] have. We've also asked - I repeat, asked them to limit their 

w time at the microphone to two minutes. We do have a bell 

[3] device to remind you when your time is up,and we'll watch that 

[4] very strictly. 

[s] I .et me read the names of those of the Utah 
[6] delegation who have requested to speak.And if you'll come 
m forward and stand near the microphone, I will swear you in, and 
161 then we'll take you in the same order which you signed up. I 

[el have Mr. Rick Winn, Pamela Lanier, Rose Day, Evelyn Dill, 

[I 01 Carolyn Brunson, Ed Nevarez, and Tim Craner. 

[i I] Would you please raise your right hand. 

114 CThe witnesses were sworn.) 

[is] COMMISSIONER MONTOVA: Very well. Mr. Rick 

(141 Winn. 

[iq MR. WINN: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 
(161 think the issue is. 

[IT]  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, 

[is] General. We're going to have a public comment period - did 
11 91 you have another question, Commissioner! 

[q COMMISSIONER STEELE: I did, if that's okay. I'm 

I - . .  
-,. 
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1161 Distinguished Commissioners, during World War 11, bases, 

[in factories, and steel mills were located inland for protection. 

[is] Why now should our depots be located on the coast, in harm's 

(191 w:iy? Why nowwould the Army'sdecisionof 1940 bewrong? They 

[XI dewtied to locate in the hub of the west for good reasons: 
pi] sorry. 

[zq COMMISSIONER DIXON: Yes, we have time for one 

[n] more question. 

1241 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And just to play Devil's 

(251 Advocate for a quick second, in your comments about Defense 

pi] Tr:uxsportation, safety, and protection of bases and supplies 

pz~ and costs. For example, has history not given this to be a 

[z3] wisc: decision? Will the recommendation of moving to the west 

1241 ma cast coast be a headline in years to come? Just like we're 

(251 nos' reading about Robert MacNamara's belated admission that the 
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.S. pcnistcncc in Victnam was terribly wrong; something that I [I] Their lives depended on us. From atropine for nerve gas 
Americans kncw 30 ycm ago.Thc same wmng will occur pl attacks, tc~ mobile hospital units, DDOU met their needs with 

:3: again If wc movc our depot to our coastal regions, instcad of 

:L: irccplng help from harm's way, inland, where, back thcn, thc 

;q k a d m  kncw how to pmtcct thc U.S. and win wars. 

[5: Consider this plcasc? An crror doesn't become a 

7 i:takc until you rcfusc to corrcct it. Let's not makc a 

:I;  rrustakc by closing DDOU. 

i Thc signatures that I hold arc rcprrscntation from 

'1:: thc Dcfcnsc Depot Ogden cmployecs and community of Utah. But, 
.. . , .. ,. morc unportantly, thcy arc thc signatures of American taxpaycn 

;?T mnccrncd about thc ovcrall cffcct to thcir tax dollars should 

Its; D W U  close. 

!14: Also, UC the COStS, in h~man tCrmS, worth thCSC 

:! q d m ?  Thc s c ~ c c s  to our military and civilian 

[lq communities should certainly bc a factor in your decision. 
:I$ Thank you. 

. I <  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Ms. Pamcla 

p ]  our accuracy and dependability as has always been our 

[4] trademark. 

[ q  Thank you very much. 

[ q  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you very much. 

I m Ms. Rose 1),1y. 

/ [a] MS. DAY:: Honorable Commissioner and staff. I 
p ]  want to appeal to you, not only as a member of the DDOU work 

[ iol force, but as a mother and a grandmother and a great 

[ t i ]  grandmother. 

1121 We're living in a country now, in a world where 

[i3] there is going to be many Hitlers, probably more than we'll 

1141 ever know, that will arise.And, having been through Pearl 

[ i q  Harbor, and seeing my loved ones there, I do not wish to see 

1161 our country again put in that predicament, where all of our 

/ [ i n  eggs are centered in one basket, on the coast. 

11181 DDOU was put where it was as a backup force, as a 
::T, -hlia. 

rn MS. LANIER: Mr. Chairman. Honorable 

pli Cornmissioncn, first, let me explain my outfit. I wcar grccn 

yp: in support of DDOU's mission, and onc that I know we 

:q accomplishcd.Thc red, white and blue, of course, is for my 

bclicf in my country. Both of them together shows that thc USA 

ccds DDOU to stay opcn, to bc number one. 
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i:: Now, you have just been asked to make a difficult 

;2: decision. We agree there must be a scaledown in this great 

13; nation's military. But, in doing so, is it wise to consider 

:4: history has proven to repeat itself time and time again.We 

;T ask you to base your decision on military value, strategic and 

16: ge~gfaphical location, cost effectiveness, mission and past and 
7 present history of merits, leaving politics out. Choosing 
;q which facilities to close and which to keep open is somewhat 

is! Me choosing health and life insurance:You hope you never 

i ? ?  have to use them, but you hope they are adequate if you do. 

,: 1 .  Facilities left on our coasts are vulnerable to harm . . 

:.? from nations and Mother Nature.The protection of being in the 

[?3: hub of the west, where access to transportation is at its best, 

114: where all major freeways and interstate highways intersect, 

:I 5; mtermediate and railway, airport, W Air Force Base combines 

(16: to make DDOU a wise insurance policy for your dollar and vital 
j l r  to the key in our nation's future, serving military and 

1191 place where: ammunitions and other things could be stored, 

m ]  dothing anci electronic equipment could be stored, without 

pi] deteriorating from the elements. 

We have an excellent work force, which has been 

p] shown to7fou.And we have avery educated work force.We have 

p4] four wonderful universities that are all within a few hundred 

pq miles of each other, and they are contributing largely to the 
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[I] work force at DDOU. 

pl We have our W A i r  Force Base, we have medical 

p] units, and 1 have worked personally on developing programs,the 

[4] bar coding for the materiel release documents for pink 

[ q  tickets. We're working now as a task force to bring into 

[ q  computer Vstems that will, we hope, help everybody.There is 
m a lot of prc~blems in these, and it takes an intelligent work 

[a] force to work through these problerns.These men have presented 

to you a wo~rderfulreasonwhy you should keep DDOUopen,and I 

[to] echo every one of them. 

[ i l l  We've gor. the best country in the whole world. 

i[12] We've got !,he best state in the whole world, and 1 think we've 

(131 got the best work force.We have always been number one; we'll 

(141 always do our best, and we wrll to the ends. 

~ h ~ ~ k  you, sir. 

(161 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Ms. Evelyn 

(171 DiU. 
;!s: humanitarian needs. 

j19j In closing, let me add a personal experience to my 

!zf work. I have worked at Defense Depot Ogden for 15 years, but 

n?. not until I had a son in the Navy, aboard the USS Eisenhower, 

I - .- -,. 
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[ie] MS. DILL.: Good morning. Chairman Dixon, 

[ig] Honorable Commission Members, I appreciate your Commission 

&owing the ]public to express our facts and statements to 

Pi1 you. 
vhen Desert Storm and Shield broke out, did I realize how 

-portant my job was. 

[24! My expertise, and that of my coworkers, enabled DDOU 

pq ro send much-needed supplies to the soldiers in the desert. 

[24 For 52 proud years DDOU has served a l l  military 
pq services and offered humanitarian assistance worldwide. 

[24j Your miss~on is to achieve real cost savings and 

pq avoid dupliscation of effort. I would submit that DDOU has done 
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[I] its share of downsizing and cost containment. Since this 

pl fiscal year cnd '93, and through June of this year, we will 

p] havc achieved significant downsizing, and yet, we Still 

[4) getting the supplies to our customers on timc. Our number onc 

[5] quality has not diminished. 

[6] You want to avoid - you'tr interested in avoiding 

m duplication of effort and cost containment. Listen to this: 

[a] DDOU was rated low in their military valuc becausc of cxccss 

[I] anti has been number one for several years. 

[21 Irk my 15 years as civil service employees, working 

131 in thl'ferent capacities, job titles, et cetera, I testify to 

141 YOU that the Defense Depot Ogden is a quality installation. 

[s] Finally, I also represent, as I said earlier, the 

[6] little guy.The one whom receives everythmg that perceives or 

pq flows from the top, from the top down, that is. Please put a 

[el face. 
[9] storagc capacity, yet the dcpot at Tracy is in thc proccss of 1 [ 9  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Nevarez. 

[lo] building a new storagc complex, and it also has plans to build 

[I  11 a hazardous complex in accordance with California's very costly 

[!a EPA standards. 

[13 Taxpayers havc becn paying for the Sharpe Army 

(101 Thank you. 

[I 11 A.nd last, Mr.Tim Craner. 

1121 MR. CRANER: Good morning. Just a brief 

[la] statement.As you've seen in the slides, history has shown 
(141 dcpot's automated storage facilities for years, and they uc I [ I ~ ]  DIIOU is one of the best depots in the United States. It has 
[is] still paying contractors to get the facility to function 

1161 properly. 

[ i  And you need to know that at DDOU our automated 

[ i q  large capacity for expansion that should not be counted against 

[16] us.At this day and age, yes, there is no real threat for a 

(17) world war. Let's hope that doesn't continue to tomorrow. If 

[20] It's timc to stop wasting money on white elephant 

[21] facilities and new facilities. DIA should make use of thdr 

[PI existing facilities that havc llrudy pmvcn their good, such 

[la] mechanization already will store and retrieve mom ituns than 

[19] will bc accomplishcd at Sharpc. 

[20] center of our body.lhere was a reason for that: It's 
pi1 dfic3ency.Why put the heart in the right heel? By not 

pzl p1;ac:ing DDOU as the hub of the west and having it remain as a 

[la] it ci,)es, where do we expand to. 

[la] In God's infinite wisdom, he placed our heart in the 

(91 become a Supreme Court Judge, surrounded by generals and 

[lo] high-ranking officials. I am the face of a man at the other 

[ I  11 side of the scale. I am the individual that probably will be 

[121 most effected by any closure anywhere probably. 

1131 Anyway, in the words of a now famous philosopher, 

[14] Momma said, "Life is like a box of chocolates; you never know 

[ i q  what you're going to get." I represent the age group in our 

1161 work force in which a new career, after base closure, is 

[ i n  feasible. I'm not afraid of starting over. On the other hand, 

[ a ]  as DDOU. 

pa] We have many people - thank you. 

1251 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you very much. 
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[i] Mr.Ted Nevarez. 

[a MR. NEVAREZ: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 

[3] Commissioners: My coworkers, the committees on foreclosure 
[4] representatives have said a mouthful. I don't know how much 

[sl more I can add to all of this except that I honestly feel like 

[el a beat-up Chevy in the midst of Cadillacs, BhWs, looking at a 
m Governor that could potentially become a president of the 
[el United States ofAmerica, a senator that more than likely will 

[iel I am in the age group which will be greatly impacted the 

(191 hardest, with new families, and, of course, new mortgages. 

pol I stand before you in my Kermit the Frog outfit to 

(211 somehow convey to you my love,my appreciation,my confidence 

1221 and support for DDOU. 

[ n l  My contention is that, if you consider the 

1241 information that has been given to you - I'm a little 

[25) nervous - in a fair and objective manner, DDOU is number one, 

(n] depot, you're placing the heart in your right heel. It's 

p4] stupid to do that. 

pq We've shown efficiency.We've shown the greatest 
--.- 
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[I] w ~ x k  force in DL4.We1ve got awards for seven years to show 

[21 thaf; then they quit giving awards.The competition just says;. 

p]  lec:'s forget about it, we m o t  compete there. 

[4] We have the most educated work force in DM. We 

[q have the most college graduates, as well as high school 

[q graduates. We have needless to say the most dedicated work 

m force. We are only the small representation of the depot 
[a] that's come here.We put on the green shirts to look like 

pl Erogs to draw attention. 

[lo] I.Jtah is sometimes insi@cant in the picture of 

11 11 the whole United States.You don't hear a great deal about 

[ i q  us.'lhatls good. We're a dedicated work force; we're not 

(131 afraid to work; we're not afraid to work for less wages than 

[ i 4  other people. Utah building cost index is 93 percent of the 

[ i q  n;~tional average. In California it's 126 percent of the 
[ i q  n;~tional average. If you want to build something, why not in 

[lo Ula.11 and save, what, 35 percent? 

[ie] 1::)nce again, I just want to think thank you. Right 

[is] nour in BRAC '95 you're considering closure of the best of the 

pol b~:s,l..This is - I won't say my opinion, but we're cutting 

(211 d~nnn to only the best wdl survive. DDOU is that.Thank you. 

[n] (ZOMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you.And on behalf 

[ a ]  01' rhe Commission, I do want to thank all the employees for 

[24] corning to New Mexico and showing the support that you do,I'm 

[251 SIUC every day, to your country.Thank you very much. Senator 

- ,- 
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:6] Pierce. 

Will the members of the delegation please raise your 

:a] right hand. 

:3] (The witnesses were sworn.) 

3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: We'll first start with .Mr. 

[ -  11 Don Kawal,the Chairman of the Greater Albuquerque Chairman of 

[:a, Commerce. 

3 MR. KAWAL: Mr. Chairman and members of the BRAC 

[-dl Commission, my name is Don Kawal, Chairman of the Greater 

:. q Albuquerque Chairman of Commerce,amembership comprised of 

!.q 2600 members. 

: - T ]  Since Kirtland's genesis in March of 1941, 

:.B] Albuquerque and Kirtland Air Force Base have grown together 

:.a] side by side.The relationship has evolved into a special 
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lrch and delegation from Utah, again, thank you for your 

 tandi ding presentation, and good to see you. 

:3] Let me now ask the New Mexico speakers to come 

::I forward: Mr. Don Kawal. RuthTuiz, Mayor Chavez, Bob Hoffman, 

:q Raymond Madison,Jerome Gruber,MikeVinyaraandMr.George 

[q businesses, nrc arc u r tmcly  conccrncd about your plans to 

m dose Kirtland Air Forcc Basc. Wc have several options beforc 

[a] you for consltbtion. Onc of those is the apparcnt 

[9] feasibility of positioning the base at a location which can bc 

[lo] reused for other purposes. So far a feasibility rccovcry plan 

[I I] for the basc has not bccn prescntcd, which wc belicvc to bc a 

1121 viohtion of BRAC criteria. It is our position that rcusc is 

1131 not an option. Kirtland Air Force Base docs not havc 

(14) sufficient pol.ential for m c ,  as only thrcc pcrccnt of the 

[IS] basc appears 1.0 bc available for commcrcial devclopmcnt.Thc 

[Is] remaining property is not acccssiblc for reconstructing or 

[IT rcdcvclopment, because, despite the proposcd closurc, the 

[la] federal govr:rament continucs to own 50 pcrccnt of Kirtland Air 

[19] Forcc Base t:lpt:n after it's shutdown. 

- -- 
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111 millions of dc.)llars to the Albuqucrquc cconomy each ycar, and 

[q businesses who work as contractors, subcontractors, and who 

R reccivc sigrsicant portions of their business as a wul t  of 

their close rdationships mtland ~ i r  F~~~ 

[q State's leading advocate for small 

a ]  in our community, through activities such as United Way, 

'touting, Church, and Habitat for Humanity. 

p ]  partnership, a partnership that we call a Partnership in 

?I] Pride. Our Kirtland Partners make a 3.2 billion dollar cash 

3 flow contribution to our economy.They are active participants 

1231 create sccoritl-ntc alternatives for utilizing thc base 

~ 4 1  p r o m .  

[20] Our plea to you is to considcr the 450-million- 

[21] dol la r~yt ra r  impact that Kir thd Air Force Basc has on our 

[n] community ~ 1 1 ~  impact m o t  be xplaccd by attempting to 
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Recently Kirtland volunteers made a significant role 

:I] in painting out graffiti in our community. Wc of the business / [I] per capita income, cannot afford to lose such a vital 

- - 

(251 The Stab: of New Mexico, which a l d y  ranks 46th in 

7 community rccognizc outstanding pcrformancc by mcmbcrs of thc 

31 Kirtland team with $130.000 a year awards pmgram.Thc 

I 
- - 

:L] hlbuquequc community is conncctcd to Kirtland. 

:q Wc undcrstand that our fcdcral govcrnmcnt wants to 

161 bc morc efficient and mom productivc, and wc arc willing to 

7 accept thc conscqucncc. Howcvcr. wc uc not convinccd that thc 

:a] analysis shows that thc proposcd realignment results in cost 

w contributor to our community.Again, I'd like to repeat, the 

M State of New Mexico, which already ranks 46th in per capita 
[4] income anno t  afford to lose such a vital contributor to our 

[q economy.lhank you for the time. 

[s] COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. 
m Next will tw the Mayor of Albuquerque, Martin 

(81 Chavez. 
:3] improvemcnts.Thosc of us in thc privatc scctor may havc sccn 1 p] MAYOR CHAVEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, on 

:: o] significant productivity impmvcmcnts in recent years, and 

: a  I] suggest that our fcdcral govcrnmcnt take advantage of thc 

[lo] behalf of the City ofAlbuquerque, we are delighted that you 

[I I] chose to hold these hearings in Albuquerque. For our friends 
:.21 productive workers and thc community infrastructutc that exists 

;I 31 hex in Albuqucrquc. 

.,41 Lastly, wc arc scnsitivc to the fact that our state. 

:.5] Caornia, Pcnnsylvania,Texas, and many others have faced 

:.6] closures in earlier BRAC grounds. but wc arc plcascd to know 

::3] to scc you. Next is the Chair-Elect of the Albuquerque Hispano I[is] because it was safeguarded by the United States military. 

[IZ] from Utah and Colorado, we provided some Utah and Colorado 

[is] weather for the afternoon perhaps. 

(141 I want to speak very briefly as a native son of 

[IS] Albuquerque because I was born and raised within six miles of 

[is] Kirtland Air Force Base, and we always knew - a secret like 
:IT] that this process is based on facts.Thc facts arc - 

;:el COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Mr. Kawai, good 

1171 this is hard to keep - that we had a substantial stockpile of 

[la] nuclear weapons, and there has always been a comfort level, 

rzs] thc ~lbuqucquc metropolitan area, businesses who contribute pq That may be appropriate, but the concern that I have as a 

p ]  Chambcr of Commcrcc, RuthTuiz. 

~ ( 1  MS. TUIZ: Chirman, and members of the BRAC 

'ommission m Ncw Mexico. My namc is RuthTuiz. I come to you 

chairman clcct of the Albuqucrquc Hispano Chamber of 

pd] Commcrcc. Wc rcprcscnt mom than 1200 small businesses hcrc in 
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pol That's bee11 very sigmficant, because we have had an excellent 

[21] relationshi]:, between the civilian population and the base.And 

pq what's proposed here is a complete removal of that military 

p ]  umbrella.And I'm not aware of anywhere in the world where 

p41 there is that complete civilization of a nuclear stockpile. 
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[ zq  what a cutback, what a dosure can do to a community,not only 
[2q for ule* career. I personally retired in the area because of I--- - 

Page 113 / Page 115 

111 native son is that, up until December, as best we can tell from I [I] anything away.Thank you. W [a t h e M  Force minutes,Albuquerque was the receiving base. 
[ a  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Hoffman. 

(31 Receiving. It wasn't until they decided that air quality might 1 (31 MI.. Raymond Madson. 
be superior to~lbuquerque, which that rests on its own merits, / MR. MADSON: Good m0r-g. Mr. ch&-, 
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[I] to the community, but to the entire region of the state; the 

n cut back in employees, cut back in the economy.And we had an 

p ]  advantage because we did have reuse. But up here, as we look 

14) at Kirtland and what would be left after the change, we 

[s] wouldn't have any reuse.Weld have 8,000, and you take a 

:6] multiplier of fact, looking at probably 14,000 jobs that we 

m would have to replace.And we do not have the facilities at 
[a] Kirtland that would be able to do this.And then, when you 

p] take a look at the impact in a major city like this of 

[lo] Albuquerque, that affects the entire State of New Mexico. 

[ i  I] Again, it's not just the impact on this city. It's 

( 1 3  an impact on the entire economy of New Mexico, because 70 

[ is] percent ofAlbuquerque people immigrations come from within the 

1141 state; people coming here looking for work, looking for jobs. 
[ i q  We're going to have our hands full trying to replace the jobs 

1161 that we're going to lose. But, more importantly, is the 

[q that it was decided that we'd be a giving base. It was decided 

[6] to do this substantial conversion. 

m So what I would suggest to you, if we're going to 

[s] have this substantial a complete civilization of a nuclear 

191 stockpile, perhaps more than the eight weeks that went into the 

[ lo]  analysis is inadequate. It's a big move. 

11 11 I spent a week, two weeks ago in Israel with the 

[ i n  Mayor of Oklahoma City and his wife on a tour there, and in 

[13] light of what happened yesterday, I'm very nervous as an 

1141 Albuquerquean, to see the umbrella Lifted from Kirtland Air 

[is] Force Base. 

[I 61 We're going to have about 10,000 Albuquerqueans out 

1171 on the Plaza for lunchtime. I know you're eating in. It's a 

[ la] beautiful today.They really love Kirtland, and are 

(191 appreciative of our fair city.Thank you. 

pq COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mayor. 

[21] Mr. Bob Hoffman, Economic Forum. 

[ a  MR. HOFFMAN: Mr. Chairman, members of the 

[ n ]  Commission, I had the privilege of serving in Roswell during 

LZ4] the 'losure and atback ofWalkerAir Force I 

(171 economy, the number of dollars. 

[ is ]  New Mexico is located and we're in a situation where 

1191 we can't afford this type of loss.And we urge you to 

[ a ]  reconsider what you've heard here today and take a look at not 

[21] only keeping Kirtland open as it is, but bring other facilities 

[ a  in here. 

[23] We've got a wonderful city that warmly welcomes the 

1241 military, and we could expand out there, and we'd like to see 

[ zq  you do that, expand Kirtland Air Force Base and don't take 

[s] Cclmmission members. I'm going to put a little different spin 

[6] on ttings. 

m III my memory, from World War I1 on, this country has 

[a] reahzed the value of maintaining an effective military force. 

/ 191 Un$,,r-tely, the life of a military member has several 
[ lo] dr:twbacks not normally experienced by most individuals in 

[ i i ]  civilian 1ife.These include relatively low pay, periodic 

[ i q  transfers, which uproot f a d e s  and send them to non-choice 

[iq locatiof~s, frequent family separations, and hostile conditions, 

1141 danger, numerous other related factors. In order to recruit 

[ i q  the caliber of individuals needed to operate and maintain our 

[ i q  highly technical and sophisticated weapons systems, the 

[ i n  golrerment has offered certain incentives to induce individuals 

[ is] to .ac.:cept a career in the military.These inducements 

[ is] inch~de: Free medical care for life; commissary; base exchange 

[~OI  privileges, space available transfer, housing, welfare 

PI] fackties and legal assistance, and other specific benefits. 

rn MOSI. military retirees settle permanently near military 

[n] ins ta.llations such as Kirtland Air Force Base in order take 

(241 ad\..antage of the benefits that were promised as an inducement 
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[ i ]  the availability of Kirtland Air Force Base. 

[ a  If Kirtland Air Force Base is closed or downsized to 

p ]  the point that the government's commitment to retirees cannot 

141 be Inct, it will result in considerable economic hardship to me 

[ q  and my family, as well as numerous other retirees that chose 

[6] ALbucy,uerque as home because of the base.Therefore, I have 

m begun an effort to encourage, initiate and/or support 

[a] legslation to provide a special cost of living allowance, or 

p ]  COI'A, to all military retirees suffering economic loss as a 
[ i q  result of a base downsizing or closure, and that COLA should be 

:I i ]  equal to the increased cost experienced by the individual 
[ i q  retiree as a result of the downsizing.Thank you. 

:13] COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, sir.Thank you 
:14] very much. 

iq hlr. Jerome Gruber. 

161 VIR.. GRUBER: Commissioners, I'm a veteran and 

I [ i q  concc,mcd citizen. that's all. Lf, in fact. there is nuclear 
/Iiel weapl:,ns stored at Kirtland, please think long and hard about 

[ i 9  this and not politically about what you're doing, and who is 

[zo] the ;g ~artlian: Civilians or military. I realize cost is in 

[21] line, hut again think long and hard of what you're doing. 

[nl Thank you. 

(231 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Mr. Mike 

[ a ]  Vin) ard. 

pq MR. VINYARD: Good morning, distinguished ladies 

-.,. 
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1d gentlemen. I represent the Zia Chapter of the Paralyzed 

w e t e r a n s  ofAmerica. 

131 The proposed downsizing of Kirtland Air Force Base 

(41 would have a devastating effect on the members of the disabled 

(51 veteran community, many of which are forced to live under the 

[6] poverty line and are essentially dependent on the Air Force for 

m their very existence. Combined base andV.A. resources service 

181 and estimated 28,000 retirees and dependents in and around the 

[g] Albuquerque area.Adding in nometired veterans eligible for 

[I] Albuquerque Chapter of the Retired Officer's Association. 

(21 There are 13.1rrently 11,000 military retirees in the Albuquerque 

M area, and we're the ones who went out and got petitions signed 

[4] in support o f  Kirtland. I have with me over 10,000 signatures 

[q on petitiorls which were gathered by the veterans, by citizens 

[q protesting the realignment of Kirtland. I would like this fact 

m noted in the record that many citizens are concerned about the 

[el proposed :u,tions at Kirtland. If Kirtland is realigned as 

w planned, w e  will lose those facilities which attracted military 
1101 V.A. medical care makes this number even larger. Everyone 

[ I  11 would be forced to pay a price if Kirtland is downsized.This 

[121 cannot be allowed to happen. 

[13] The V.A. and the Air Force have formed a tight bond 

[id] in joining to provide high quality medical care to the joint 

[ I  q active duty/retired comrnunity.The pilot program combining the 

[16] Air Force andV.A. medical centers has been cited nationally as 

[iq a stunning success and the way of the future.The synergy 

[is] generated by this joint effort has resulted in extremely high 

1191 quality medical care being available which has, in turn, drawn 
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[I] people that have chosen Albuquerque as their home in part 

m because theV.A. can meet their needs. Due to the extent of 
p1 their disabilities, many of the people are living on budgets 

[4] that just don't allow ends to meet.The domino effect of a 

[q reduction in semces would ultimately push the brunt of the 

[6] impact on those least able to afford it - the disabled 
m veteran, unable to match salaries with his or her able-bodied 
[a] peers.These are the same veterans who gave unselfishly to 

[iq retirees to the area.There will be no incentive for retirees 

[I 11 to come to Albuquerque. Not only would Albuquerque lose the 

6,000 plus jobs immediately as a result of the realignment, 

[iq there will be a long-range erosion of the local tax base 

[MI because of the loss of future military retirees.There wdl be 

(1 q no incentivr for future retirees to come. 

[lsl n a n k  for your time. 

[iq COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you very much. Mr. 

(181 Chairman. 

(191 COMMISSIONER DIXON: I thankAdmiral Montoya for 
~201 additional veterans into this area. 

PI] The proposed reduction in resources at Kirtland will 

[nl have a negative ripple effect throughout that entire disabled 

[a] veteran community.A reduction in services of at Kirtland Air 

"orce Base wiU force many people to turn completely to the 

P J ~  their country. Now, due to their situations in life, they will 
[lo] have to absorb a disproportionate share of the repercussions of 

[I  I ]  downsizing.This cannot be allowed to happen. 

[14 The Veterans Administration, and V.A. Hospital in 

[IS] particular, are the lifeblood of significant portion of the 

(141 local population.Any reduction in base services won't just 

[iq mean being inconvenienced. It will mean going without - 
[tq without new clothes, without food, and without medical care. 

(17 For some, the results will be truly devastating. I implore you 

[la] to take rapid and decisive action to prevent any reduction in 

[ ~ q  the roles and missions of the organizations and personnel at 

[m] Kirtland Air Force Base. 

(211 Thank you for your time. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. 

#.George Pierce. 

[a] MR. PIERCE: They saved the best to last. My 

[25] name is George Pierce, and I'm the legislative chairman for the 

[20j chairing that public comment period.That was very excellent. 
pi] We thank yciu.We're indebted to you for your contribution. 

pzl I want to thank Governor Johnson and everyone for 
123) coming herr today and making such a fine presentation for the 

p4] State of New Mexico. 

pq And we re now going to stand in adjournment 
- - 
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111 1:00 this afternoon, and at l:00 this afternoon the State of 

(21 Colorado will be here for 55 minutes. 

A m e  no,on recess was held.) 

[dl COMMISSIONER DIXON: Good afternoon, ladies and 
19 gentlemen. and welcome to our afternoon session. I'm Alan 

[q Dixon. With me are my fellow Commissioners,Al Cornella, 
m Rebecca C,DK, S. Lee Kling, Ben Montoya,Josue Robles and Wendi 

[a] Steele. 

[a] This afte:rnoon we'll hear a presentation from the 

(101 State of Co1.orado which will last for 15 rninutes.And as is 

[ ~ i ]  the case with all of our regional hearings, the Commission has 

[la given a block of time to each state based on the number of 

[13j installations on the list and the job 1oss.We've left it to 
1141 elected officnals in the community to decide how to fill the 

[1q block of tinlct. 

[ ~ q  After tht: n:::olorado presentation, there will be a 

[1q period of 15 minutes for additional public comment.The 
[fa] persons whcr wish to speak at that time should sign up now out 

1191 in the 1obby.l'hey are asked to limit themselves to two 
[20j minutes. 

1211 We'll be rcady to begin the Colorado presentation as 

pzl soon as I've sworn the witnesses. 

[n] Would dU of you that are going to teshfy please 

p41 rise and raix. your right hands. 

[2q (The witnesses were sworn.) 
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m business community since we fust learned that Fitzsimonsmight 
[a] be on this closure list. Hundreds of those volunteers have 

[ 9  traveled to Albuquerque today by various modes of 

1101 transportation to show their support for what has truly been a 

[I 11 broad-based community effort. 

[iq Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to ask all 
1131 of those wonderful people who came ffomAurora, Colorado, to 

(141 please stand.Thank you. 

[iq Also you have received over 20,000 letters of 

[i6] support.And I have a few more that were just collected that 

[17] we would like to have entered into the record as well. 

[la] AS a member of the Aurora City Council, I know how 

[tg] many of my neighbors, friends, and constituents rely on 

(201 Fitzsimons for care. In Colorado alone more than 400,000 

(211 military veterans rely on Fitzsimons for the care they have 

(227 earned and so richly deserve. 

(231 Every year Fitzsimons serves up to one million 

[XI active duty military personnel, their families and retirees in 

[zs] 14 states, with a full complement of health care services. 

Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment Hearing Volume Number 1 

m For example, Fitzsimons is the second largest 
[a] employer in the City of Aurora. It employs 6.9 percent of the 

p~ work force in our community. Fimimons contributes an annual 
[lo] total of $802.45 million according to the 1991 figures in 

[I I] eco~m.~mic benefits to the state and the region.That's almost 
(121 one billion dollars, which is approximately 12 percent of the 

(131 annil;lll budget that the State of Colorado has adopted for 1996. 

[141 Fitzsimons has an annual payroll of $157 million, 

[iq and c,:,nsumers inject $192 million into the local economy as a 

1161 result 'of its presence.The total earnings impact inAurora 

[IT] and Ole Denver metropolitan area is more than $238 million 

(181 doll;u:j a year. More than 240 small businesses depend upon 

(191 Fitzsunons for their economic survival.This facility spends 
(201 almc'st $52 million a year on local, nonconstruction contracts, 

1211 many of which have been awarded to local and area businesses. 

1221 The ;:oral value of construction contracts for projects either 

[zs] recently completed or in progress, are planned, is 

[z4] appr~ximately $283.5 million.And this includes the new child 

1[2q care center and the updated Oak laboratory, which is going to 
I 

Commission 
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111 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much. 

121 We're pleased at this time to recognize the 

(31 distinguished Mayor of the City ofAurora, Mayor PaulTauer. 

[4] MAYOR TAUER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and we 

[s] want to thank the members of the Commission as well,andwish 
161 you a good afternoon. Especially would like to thank 

p'j Commissioners Cornella and KLing for coming tovisit Fitzsimons 

[a] Hospital the other day. 

191 Let me introduce the members of our panel. First of 

[lo] all, as I mentioned, my name is PaulTauer, the Mayor of the 

[I 11 City ofAurora. Edna Mosley, an Aurora City Council member. 

[la We also have some other council members here.Actually, almost 
[is] half of our council is here with us today. Next is Mr. Dennis 

[l41 Johnson, the president of Norwest Banks 0fAurora. Next to him 
[is] is David Pohlman, who is a retired veteran and small 

[i6] businessman. Next to him is Irene Kornelly, who is 

[IT] representing Governor Roy Romer.And next to her is Mark 

I181 Engman, representing Ben Nighthorse 

(191 is Andrew Merritt, representing Senator Hank Brown. 

[m] And, without any further ado, we will begin with a 
pi] brief video presentation.And during that video presentation, 

[nl we will have members of our community bring up over 21,000 
[zg signature cards for people all over the United States 

[24] supporting Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

pq (A videotape was shown.) 
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[ I ]  COUNCILWOMAN MOSELY: Mr. Chairman, ladies and 

[q gentlemen of the Commission, I'm very proud to be here today 

[3] representing the almost 250,000 citizens of the City of Aurora, 
141 Colorado. I'm especially appreciative of the thousands of 

151 volunteers who have worked so diligently with our elected 

[6] local, state, and congressional officials and leaders of our 

1 
-.,- 

Min-U-Script~) (33) Page 121 - Page 124 

- .- April 10, 1995 

Page 123 

[ I ]  Nationally, Fitzsimons' 14-state area of responsibility is 

[2] I;ug,er than any other in the United States.As a result, 
(31 cIo!iing the hospital will mean transporting patients thousands 

141 of )miles away from care. Many retirees have already conceded 

tJ~at  they will be forced to relocate outside of the State of 

161 Colorado in order to be closer to a surviving hospital. 

m C;overnor Romer has contacted the governors of 14 

(81 states served by Fitz to help determine the effects that 
p] closing the hospital will have upon their constituents, and our 

[lo] senators and representatives in the Congress have likewise 

[I 11 contacted their colleagues.And earlier the Honorable Senator 

[14 f i t t t -  &om Utah spoke to you. Senator Hatch has signed that 
[13] agreement, because Utah is one of those 14 states. 

[id] To close Fitzsimons and require ben&ciaries to 
[I 9 trzivcl even further for medical care would be not only a 

[iq har(iship upon them, but it could be life threatening as well. 

111 This type of long distance care could be especially difficult 

[la] for patients who require care for chronic illnesses, such as 
1191 kithey dialysis, heart and other cardiac conditions, physical 

(201 therapy, and many other types of care that simply cannot be 

[21] interrupted. 

w I think that it is not only ironic, but 
[a] unc~)nscionable that, just as our Congress has finished its 

1241 first 100 days and completed the work on the "Contract with 
[zq America," that we are now breaking our contract with military 
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[I] reb~ees and their families. 

[a I:, addition to the retention of Fitzsimons being in 

p] our national self-interests, I believe that it is also 
[4] important to understand just now vital Fitzsimons is to our 

[q co~nmunity and our state,and how much would be lost ifitwere 

[q closeci. 
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'e moved, at additional expense, toTexas. 

The total employment directly related to Fitzsimons 

p: and all of the other facilities located there is more than 

[J: 7,000 jobs.This figure, now, combined with indirect 

[- employment,increases the total tomore than 12,300peo~lewho 
i.7 depend upon Fitzsirnons for their livelihood.The local sales 

r;: tax generated is $2.8 million a year with state sales tax 

[q derived, $2.4 million a year, and State income tax generated as 

E: a result of Fitzsimons is $9.3 million. 

117 So you can see easily that the economic impact upon 

j i  .: our community is enormous.And these statistics are very 

[ i z  important, because they illustrate, in black and white terms, 

[ i y  brick and mortar terms, as well as in human terms, what the 

11;: loss to our community would be if Fitzsimons were to leave. 

[ I  This illustration does not intend, however, to 

IIE: address the many ~0lUnteer contributions that active duty and 

( 1  7 retired military people bring to our community on a daily 

[I< basis.They are members of four churches, and in our PTAs, and 

[I q in Boy Scout and Girl Scout groups, and in our service 

PC! organizations.They are the volunteers for Meals on wheels and 
[2-1 the coaches of our youth athletic 1eagues.They read stories 

[P; at our public libraries and serve on our city and state boards 

and commissions. 

The community at Large has reached out to Fitzsimons 

e m m u n i t y .  and We have joined l ~ n d s  together ~JI a mumay- 
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i.: beneficial partnership.Aurora Metropolitan Denver, the State 

of Colorado, the 14-state region, and indeed our nation will 

F . . really care deeply if Fitzsimons is closed. 

:A: In the Army's justification for closing Fitzsimons, 
:g they site figures for the projected negative economic impact 

-F . . that are significantly lower than the ones we know to be true. 
- How is this possible? Upon the loss of LowryAir Force Base, 

3 Aurora and Denver together created an innovative and exciting 
model redevelopment phIl.As a matter of fact, it was one that 

[i jj was cited by Secretary Perry as being a model. 

[I -1 Closing Fitzsimons would be devastating to our 
[I z: community. Not only would we lose a valuable economic 

I1 3) generator, but I think, even more importantly, we would lose an 

[I;] irreplaceable medical facility which is the sole provider of 

[ I  q medical care for a sigruficant portion of our population, the 

[1,7 militarj retiree community and their fadiesewe can't afford 

[ I  r ]  to do that, nor, in good conscience, should we want to. 
[I q Thank you. 

[iq COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, Mrs. 

m Mosely. 

y z : ]  MR. JOHNSON: Good afternoon. 

COMMISSIONER DIXON: Good afternoon, Mr. 

lqwhmon. 
~ i j  MR. JOHNSON: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, you 

PSI have a most difficult task, and I appreciate you're taking this 

-- -- 
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[I] time with us. 

[21 Many of the decisions made by the Department of 

pl Defense vvc::re made with one consideration paramount.The DOD 

(41 and the military services need to retain assets that cannot 

[ q  easily replaced; those are Large maneuver areas, deep water 
[ q  ports, and I would submit the ability to conduct telemedicine 

m from Auroa~, Colorado. Uniquely, it is Fitzsimons' location in 

181 the greater I>enver area on the 105th meridian that would allow 
[9] it to play i t  key role in the further development of these 

[to] technologies. Because of our location, we have the capability 

[ i t ]  to communicate simultaneously with the European, continental, 

[ iz ]  and the pac& rim, with a single satellite uplink to a 

114 geosynchror~ous orbiting satellite.This ability compliments 

[14] our defense goal of being able to support two major confIicts 

[ i q  simultaneously, which all but happened recently with events in 

(16) Iraq and Korea. NO other facility can duplicate this 

[ i q  capability. 

~~~i~~~~~~ are leaders in the 

1191 telecommur~~cations industry, such as Direct TV,TCI, US West, 

[201 Hughes, and 'mW have all located in Colorado for that very 
pi] reason. We believe that the Army should as well. Our 

satellite communication potential has the ability to provide 
(n] training and guidance to military physicians all over the 

[24] globc. Compllter simulated virtual reality programs broadcast 
pq to sarcllites to facilities around the world, the ability to 

- - 
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[ i ]  downlink the information and use it to conduct advanced 

w training that was never before possible. 

A With the addition of the University of Colorado's 

[4] medical centers training facilities and capabilities, the 
[s] educational prowess Fitzsimons brings to bear is second to 

161 none. We are on the threshold of a new era in military health 
m care. Fitzsinlons has the p o t e n d  to play a leadership role 

in developirlg new technology areas in telemedicine, which is 
[91 unmatched.Telemedicine is the hture of military medicine and 

[iq has technological applications in the following ways: 

[ i t ]  Electronic dog tags, personnel status monitoring, 

1121 telementoring, telepresent surgery, and many others.These 

[t3] have been trzstrd real-time, real life, and are now referred to 

[r 41 as remote cludcal communications systems. 

[iq Our CCS is a state-of-the-art Clinical Consultation 

[ i q  System, whir91 provides the field physician the ability to send, 

[iq by satellite ca regular telephone services, tweway voice, 
[ i a  facsimilie and high resolution digital images from any location 

1191 worldwide, lo a medical center. Our CCA enables a physician at 

pu] a remote location to consult with a physician at the medical 

pi] center and obcain expert advice on management of critical or 

[nl unusual cases. It provides a means to augment the medical 

[n l  staff at the deployed hospital and to prove the high quality of 

p 4  care already available to our soldiers. 

pq Through improved technology, and sound business 
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[I] practices, Fitzsimons has the capabilities of combining the I---- [I] how could this happen. Well, the answer is, that it can't, 
:2] community's efforts and talents with those of the Army to 

[3] improve combat casualty care and provide better health care to 
~41 all beneficiaries. 

!q No longer should we talk about peacetime care versus 

(61 wartime care. Instead, we should focus our efforts toward 

m continuous care for our beneficiaries at home and abroad.And 

[a] it is Fitzsimons Army Medical Center that I believe can fulfill 

[q urlless someone is paying attention to the numbers.And, 

[3] certainly, it gives the appearance, to any reasonable person, 

[dl thal a decision was made first, and then the data assembled to 

[q justify that decision. 

[q I'itzsimons, it's obvious, is very important to us. 

m You've heard that Fitzsimons serves as active duty, dependent 

[a] artd retiree population of almost 1 million in 12 states, 
191 this mission better than any other military medical facility. I [91 cclvering between a third to a quarter of our country.You've 

[is] decide what approach to use: Come hat in hand and beg? That's 

[iq not my style. Be insulting, accusatory, inflammatory, 

[ie] emotional? That's not my style either, although I can do it. 

[19] But I'm known for being honest, blunt, and straightforward. 

pa] And I don't mean to offend anyone, especially those who are ex- 

pi1 military personnelonthe Commissionby someofmyremarks,but 

(221 I feel that it's absolutely necessary to say what I have to 

[=I say. 

p4 I am so angry and frustrated at the discrepancies 

pq and the process that has taken place so far, and the 

[lo1 Thank you. 

[I I j COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. 

113 Johnson. 

(131 MAYOR TAUER: Mr. Chairman, members of the 

[MI Commission, when a person like myself comes before a 

[I 51 decision-making body like this, it is difficult to try and 

pp - - - - - 
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[iq htmrd the huge impact it has on our economy.You've heard of 

[I i] is irreplaceable location for telecommunications and 

[la telemedicine.You've heard us question the fairness of closing 

[iq a ifourth federal installation in the Denver metropolitan area 

[14 in less than a decade. 

[is) What you have not heard, and what I will now share 

[i6] with you is our real concern about the analysis of Fitzsimons. 

[iq It contains a series of s i m c a n t  flaws in the methodology, 

[la] the process and the data.The flaws, errors, and omissions 
[ig] thaf we have found and have outlined in our report are terribly 

(201 disappointing to a community that has not only tolerated, and, 

[211 even more, accepted the military within its community, but, in 

[ q  fact, has gone out of its way to welcome the military with open 
p ]  arms and has embraced them as truly an integral part of us. 

pa] I t  is heart wrenching to now be so obviously 

pq betrayed in a way like we have been and treated the way we feel 

(4 me not to adopt a different type of approach. 

[3] Chairman Dixon, you are reported to have said that 

[41 the Commission intends to look very hard at the situation of 

[q garbage in, garbage out.And we hope you do. 

[s] Commissioner Cox, you were reported to have 

m questioned why the Joint Cross Services Group's work did not 
[a] get more consideration.We ask the same question.The report 

[91 challenged the process and said it was rife with politics. 

(101 Only eight months ago the DLA argued for Fitzsimons 

[I 11 as being critical to their mission before a congressional 

[121 subcommittee for funding. How could its value have changed so 

[is] much in eight months? Although there are 12 major medical 

[id] facilities that were looked at by the Joint Cross Services 

[I] stonewalling that we have received, that it is really hard for 

[IS] Group,only three were compared by the Army,andonly one was 

[is] ever really considered for closure from the very beginning. 

(171 I guess I'm grateful to be here before you one more 

[is] time to lay out some of the facts .md figures that we have, in 

[19] a process that we feel that is so flawed that it cannot 

[zo] legitimately be used to close any base, much less Fitzsimons 

[ZI] Army Medical Center. Even more amazing is the fact that none 

(24 of the errors between the raw data that was developed and the 

(a] numbers that were given to you, not one of those errors was in 

[a] favor of Fitzsimons Army Medicd Center.A statistical and 

[zs] mathematical impossibility that certainly raises the question 

I [I] is scn shabbily in return. 
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[21 And you should be disappointed as well, because I 

pj k h m e  that you will conclude, after reviewing our findings, 

141 that you cannot reasonably judge Fitzsimons Army Medical 

[q Center, or for that matter any major medical center, from this 

[q information. 

m ( )ur concerns fall into four main areas: 
[a] Methodology, process, data, and fairness. 

(el To methodology let me mention, number one, square 
[to] footage.The most heavily weighted criterion of merit used to 

[I 11 measure a medical facility's total military value is its 
[12j physical size.Therefore, according to the Army criteria, if 

[iq YOU took a box of Band-Aids and put it in the Super Dome, and 

[id] put o red cross on the side of the Super Dome, it would be 

[IS] considered a more effective medical facility than the Mayo 

[16] C1in.i~. I changed that just a little bit for you. 

[iq ?,'low, in one, we're assessing maneuver kind of 

[la] in:;t;allation, which requires vast amounts of land for armor 

1191 exercises, or a depot, which needs considerable room to 
[mi maintain, and overall equipment, or a training base, which 

pi] requires room to marshal men and materiel, then, using shear 

[ q  size makes sense, but it makes little sense when they are 

[z3] evaluating medical treatment facilities.We looked for a 

p4] prh.ate sector medical company or index which uses the size of 

ps] a rnedical facility as its most important component in the 

1-- -- .- 
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r ' quality of care and couldn't find any. I urge you to do so as 

ell, and I expect you will also be unsuccessful in your 

scar&. s( 
:4] Number two: Temporary buildings. For some 

(si inexplicable reason some buildings counted in the square 

:6] footage calculations and some do not.At Fitzsimons we have 

3 buildings with three specific purposes: Health care, 

;a] instruction, and research. Wooden instructional buildings are 

( 9  considered temporary structures with a life of five years; 

:o] however, there are wooden hSVucti0nd buildings with more 

1 11 than 1 10,000 Square feet of usable space that have been in use 

114 for up to 50 years, and continue in use today, and yet are not 

:is] included in the analysis of Fitzsimons.Well, I do not beliwe 

::dl square footage is the way to measure the facility's 

i 51 usefulness. 

:i61 Not counting these facilities is the difference 

1 3  between Fitzsimons rank ahead of Tripler or behind it.The 

: a ]  hrmy's suggestion that wooden constructional buildings are 

191 temporary and of no use or no value is simply wrong.hd, by 

.q not counting them, Fitzsimons' square footage is underestimated 
211 by 93 percent. 

zq Number three: Deployment formula. Utilization of 

:nl the same deployment formula for medical as far as for IIlalIeuver 

241 bases has no relevance to the real world. Medical personnel 

u e  deployed through areas of conflict by automobile and by 
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[I] air. Patients injured in conflict are transported to hospitals 

[27 by &.The formula which ranks proximity to air, rail and 

91 ship as 30 percent of deployment, and proximity to highway 

;J] routes as ten percent has absolutely no relevance to 

is] Fitzsimons' ability to get personnel to conflict and injured 

;q soldiers home for treatment. If this is to be used at all, air 
~rl should be the top-rated criteria, followed by road, and rail. 
[8) And ship should not be used at all, or receive minimal 

[gj consideration. 

:lo] Number four: The use of ports for deployment 

:i 11 measure. In addition to the general problems with the 

1 4  deployment measure, utilizing ports is doubly wrong and a 
'131 particularly bad measure, and detrimental to Fitzsimons' case. 

141 Fitwimons was located in the center of the country 
$51 o r i w y  for security reasons. It had been open less than a 

161 week when the first soldiers injured at Pearl Harbor were 
:171 brought there for treatment. F w  years later, the first 

:la] injured soldiers from Desert Storm were brought to Fitzsimons. 

191 Now, the very reason for its existence is being used against 

.q it. 

211 Number five: Cost per active duty personnel. In 

71 comparisons with  alter ~ e e d  andTripler, the cost per person 
based on active duty personnel within a 4C-mile catchment 

ea. Fitzsimons serves a 12-state area, covering thousands 

?9 and thousands of square miles. Is Fitzsimons really 
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[I] responsible for serving military personnel and their dependents 

p~ outside of the 40-mile catchment area? Certainly, it is.Why 

[3] then, aren't they factored into the cost of providing service? 

141 Only sb: percent of Fitzsimons' clients are within the 40-mile 

(51 catchment area.The two major bases sewed by Fitzsimons, Fort 

[61 Carson :u~d Fort Riley, are both outside that 40-mile limit, and 

m they prc~vide two-thirds of the military personnel served by 

[el Fitzsimons. 

[g] This is perhaps the most ludicrous fallacy of the 

[lo] whole a:jsessment process, Number six: Stand-alone 

[I i ]  facilities.l:'he Defense Department decided to compare only 

(19 three stand-alone facilities:Walter ReedTripler, and 

[13] Fitzsimons.Why? Do we provide care differently because of 

(141 this measure? Of course not. 

(151 In h : a l  year 1997, it's projected that Fitzsimons 

(161 will rank: either third or fourth in each beneficiary population 

[ i n  category of the 12 lead agent regional hospitals. BRAC is 

1181 supposed to iden* excess capacity. Fitzsimons is the only 

[ie] tertiary ':are facility in a 12-state region. How can that be 

w surplus c:apac-v? ~f you want to look at surplus capacity, 
p i 1  look at the Washington, D.C. area, or the San Antonio area. 

[zq Again, th'e tnethodology is questionable.The Joint Cross 

(n] Senices (group rated all 12 hospitals, and, yes, they 

p4] recommr:nded closure of Fitzsimons, but they did not adjust the 
[25] numbers to fit the recommendation. In fact, Fitzsimons ranked 

- - 

Page 136 

[I] in the middle of all the 12, with the prospect of moving up by 

12) 1997. It makes us wonder why Fitzsimons was selected out of 

131 the middle of all those to be the one to be selected, and 

141 Tripler, which was at the bottom, was not. 

[ q  Looking at those, these six issues calls into 

(61 question ,the analysis, and, therefore, the recommendation for 
m closure.The hospitals which were evaluated, their size, the 

[a] buildings counted and not counted, rail, and ship transport, 

p~ versus air transport of doctors and patients, et cetera.AU 
[lo] of this will make it difficult to and bring into question the 

[I I] process a5 to why Fitzsimons was rated worst of the medical 

[ l a  facilities, when, in fact, if you put all these things 

(131 together, it would have rated first instead of last. 

[la] When these flaws are coupled with the fact that 

[ i q  there is the 30 percent reduction in the military results in 

1161 only an eight percent need for military health care, a prudent 

117 course of ;lc,.don would be not to dose any medical center 

[ la] unless yollnre provided analyses that will allow 

[ is] comparisons among comparable facilities.And, yet, I wonder if 

[zo] anything t l ~ t  we show, despite how distorted and accurate or 

1211 lack of reasonableness or common sense it demonstrates on the 

[q part of the A,xmySs decision to close Fitz, w d  make a 
[2q difference, 

1241 I refer to two recent newspaper articles, one which 

[25] said - from I he GAO - that it has reservations about the 
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[I] Army's methodology concerning a few facilities it wants to 

121 close. But Fitzsirnons was not one of those.Very strange. w PI And an article about a hexing that You held on M o n h ~  which 

[4] said,"Commission members asked few questions about Fitzsimons, 

[sl and none said anythmg to suggest agreement with decision to 
161 close." We hope that that's because it may be too early. 

m But I'm not finished. Let me go on by addressing 

[a] the process.The Health Care Index - the Health Care Index, 

PI HCI used by the Army to n ~ ~ a s u r e  the cost of Providing care at 

1101 the three stand-alone facilities supersedes the measures used 
[111 by the fmdical Joint Cross Services G r o u ~ . m e  the HCI shows 

[ i q  Fitzsimons is a most expensive facility to provide care by a 

(131 wide margin, the Medical Joint Services Group analogous value 

(141 shows the three medical centers'cost to be very similar, 

[ is] except that Fitzsimons is the least expensive, rather than most 

expensive of the three facilities on a cost per patient 

[ t q  measure. 

[ la] We do not have enough data to tell you exactly why 

1191 the HCI differs as dramatically as it does from the Joint 

[m i  Services Group finding, but we have found two questionable 

1211 variables. First, the HCI compares different pop~lation groups 
[nl in its calculations. Second is, the measure itself is 

[ a ]  difficult to understand, and leads to widely different costs. 

~ 4 )  The HCI shows cost differentials between 200 and 400 percent 

ps) between Fitzsimons,Walter Reed, andTripler.The Joint Cross 
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[I] Services Group's work finds only a 10.9 percent cost per 

rn patient differential, with Fitzsimons being the least, rather 

A than most expensive.The hrmy's valuation neither ignored or 

(41 rejected the cost per patient statistics that were generated by 

[sl the Medical Joint Cross Services Group, and, instead, used the 

[q Health Care Index. 

m The decision seems questionable for at least two 
[a] reasons. First, straightforward, easy to understand index that 

191 had been tested and retested by an interagency health care 

[ lo] group is dismissed and replaced with a complex internal index. 

1111 Second, the HCI comes up with statistics that seem to require 

(121 further analysis. 

3 1  How in the world could either Walter Reed be so 

1141 efficient or Fitzsimons be so inefficient that their costs 
[i 51 could vary by 400 percent? 

[ i6] Data, number eight, cost of living. Denver's cost 

[ t q  of Living is 27 percent less than Washington's and 29 plus 

[ is ]  percent less than Honolulu's. Lower housing costs are 20 

[tg] percent less than Honolulu, 54 plus percent less than 

1201 Washington.TheArm~ has suggested that the cost of providing 

(211 medical care and construction is higher in Denver than either 

[a Washington or Honolulu. How can that be true? 

[ a ]  Number nine, proximity to the airport.The Army 

[24] lists Fitzsimons as being 11 miles away from the airport for 
[251 med-vac transport. However, DIA will not be used for - I'm 
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[I] sorry Fitwimons is more than 11 miles Erom DLA, but DIA will 

[ q  not be used for air med-vac.That role has been done by 

[3] lhlcltley International Guard Base, and will continue to be, and 

141 ~ l ~ ~ k l ~ ~  is five miles from Fitzsimons. 

1s) m e  the differences do not seem constant, 

[q generally, it is a difference between being judged equal to the 

m other facilities or not on this measure. 

[a] Number ten, patients atTripler.When we add the 

[sl number of active duty personnel and their dependents who are 

[to] eklrjble to receive care atTripler, the number of retired 
[ i  11 personnel and their dependents who are elimle to receive care 

114 at'rripler, Defense Medical Information Service reports roughly 

[ i ]  1 5,,000 or 83 percent fewer than total used by the Army for 

[14] con~parison with Fitzsimons.You should want your staff to 

[lq dtDublecheck these numbers. 

[ is ]  Fairness: How much is enough? We've - 
[ i q  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Mr. Mayor, I don't mean to 

[ la] inti.:rnlpt you, sir, but I do want to advise that 40 minutes of 

1191 your 55 minutes has been used up. Our timer is not operating 

w ]  correctly, so I'll be a little 1enient.And I apologize for 

[211 the interruption. 

[ ~ 1  MAYOR TAUER: That's all right. If you don't 

take that warning out of my time, I think we'll make it.?hank 

[241 YC,U very you for warning me. 

pq COMMISSIONER DIXON: I promise you the warning 
-- - 
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[i] wdl not come out of your time. 

~z] MAYOR TAUER: Thank you. No, I think we will 
M h ~ i s h  on time. I'm pretty sure, but thank you. I'm supposed 
[4] to have the bulk of the presentation. So, thank you. 

[q We have just closed Lowry Air Force Base, the Rocky 
[q Mountain Arsenal and Rocky Flats, and we have heard that 

m Secretary Perry testified on March 1,1995, that the Navy did 

[el not include facilities in California that would have been 

R rec:omrnended for closure, were it not for the impact of previous 
I,ol clctsures. 

~~d I would suggest that what is fair for camornia 

[ i q  is fair for Colorado.And Fitzsimons should figure in that 

(131 Sam(: equation. 

1141 Regional considerations: Regional aid is the 

(151 largest geographic region in the continental United States. 

[i61 The sparsely populated service area, one such as the one 

[ i q  Fiti:s.imons oversees, is not justification for reducing the care 

[la] to iki residents. Fitzsimons serves a larger population than 
[ le i  all b1.1t two of the other field agent hospitals. People should 

[M) be the major consideration and not some other agenda.There 

will 1 : ~  people served by ~ i t ~ ~ i m ~ ~ ~  that literally 
[pl die sooner if Fitzsimons is dosed due to various economic 

[n] considerations and hurdles that will be imposed upon them. 

(241 Alternatives: If the Defense Department wants to 

pq d o ? i  a medical center, why does it look to coordinate the work 
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between almost co-located facilities in Washington and San 

tonio, instead of recommending closure of the only facility 

serving 12 states and the only facility in the United States wr' 
A] t b t  wdl be able to take care - take advantage of 

s] telemehcine opportunities - take full advantage, because of 

q i ts  location. 

;7 The savings: Number 14.The savings of $300 over 

:a] 20 years, identified by the Army ignored the fact of the need 

9 to rehlre some civilian personnel. How is it possible to spend 

5 100 million on construction to replace Fitz in various 

.I] lacations with new facilities around the country and not hire 

new employees? 65 percent of the annual savings is from laying 
.3] off civilian employees; $200 million a year.That means that 

.a] they have to operate, if they hire no new civilian employees, 

.q three rimes more efficiently than any medical facility operates 

.q tcday. Lf they rehire them, they lose that $200 million 

.71 dollars per year in savings, which eats up alt the savings of 

.a] the 20 years that they have purported in a year and a half. 

.9] Does i t  really seem reasonable they won't rehire personnel? I 
2 q  don't think so. 

211 There are studies that have shown over the years 

z q  that it actually will cost $32 million a year to dose 
231 Fiesimons Hospital and provide the same service through the 

741 private sector. 

-- 
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[I] list.And I-emember the unfortunate tragedy that occurred just 

[a yesterrla!?. .And Fitzsimons is capable of responding to such a 

[3] catastrophe anywhere in a 12-state region. 

(41 Thank you. 

(51 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much, Mr. 
[61 Mayor.Thank you very much. Now there is ten minutes left, 

m and I take note of the fact that there are four of you. I want 

[a] to be a lil tle lenient, because it's our fault that the timer 

[9] is not working correctly, but I just want you to know that we 

[lo] are on some limited time. 

[ i l l  MR. PC)tiLMAN: Thank you. 

(19  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Glad to have you here, Mr. 
[ i q  Pole. 

[id] MR. PC)HLh4AN: Thank you, Commissioners and Mr. 

[ l q  Chairman,. I'm going to be very brief. I'm going to t* 

(161 briefly about methodologywhichweusedin order to conduct the 

[ i n  study that we have entered into the record. 

[ie] COMMlSSlONER DIXON: Mr. Pohlman, I'm sorry to 

[tgl interrupt. I can't hear you. 

[mi MR. POlHLMAN: Is that better? 
pi] I'm going to talk briefly about the methodology used 

p z ~  to conduct the study which we have entered into the record. 

1231 We reviewed thehmy instahtion assessment based 

(241 on method, validity, and the mathematics.To be very honest, 
psi the mathenlatics that we looked at were all correct.We didn't 
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:I] to report wetlands, and yet received the top score for 

7 underreporting. Walter Reed failed to report contaminated 

: 3  sites, and yet received the top score for underreporting. 

:dl I'm going to omit a remark; it might be offensive. 

51 Finally. I want to issue a challenge. If you, as 

q the Base Realignment Closure Commission, entrusted with the 
71 responsibility of ensuring validity and fairness of the 

:a] process, want to question us further, after reviewing our 
:9j entire report - and please do so - or would like to have us 

'GI debate the Army on any Part of the data, You tell us where and 

11 when, and we'll be there. 

.z1 In the old days, when people felt that they were 

431 nronged, they had fought a duel.Well, I won't argue whether 
.4] that was right or wrong in those days, but I think that there 

-51 is some legitimacy in challenging in the face of wrongdoing. 

.q And I think that's very legitimate.And we're issuing one here 

. ~ j  and now. 

.a] Remember what you saw in our video.Ask 

.9] Commissioner Kling what it was like to be surrounded by Fitz 

201 supporters at Fitzsimons. I think I have proven the military 

211 value of Fitzsimons. If not, our report certainly will, with 

actual data. I've shown you why the process is flawed and 

med to be unfair to us. But those people who served our 
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[I] try - we looked at the crosscorrelation between the sites for 

(21 fairness, v~ilidity, and accuracy.Three sites being Walter 

p] Reed,Trip Ier, and Fitzsimons Army Medical Centers. We 

[4] gathered mnaterials, primarily materials provided for the BRAC 

[ q  Commission by the Army, the data calls that were sent out to 

[61 the instalk~tions to provide raw material that the ~ r m y  used. 
m We looked a t  the Joint Cross Service Group's materials, both 

[a] raw materials and reported materials, memorandums, notes, 
[a] letters, varicjus spreadsheets. We were able to come up with 

[lo] data runs from the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, directives 

[ i t ]  and reports We determined the priorities that the Commission 

[12] was going to be looking at.Therefore, we spent most of our 

(131 time lookirlg at the military value assessment.We did look 
[14] briefly at r,:t.lwn on investment, and then briefly on the 

[ t q  community impact.We reviewed the process and comparedit to 

[ i q  the Militaqr.loint Cross Senices Group's assessment. We 
[ i n  reverse enlgneered all of the spreadsheets that the Army used 

[la] in order to cl:)me up with the numbers that they came up with; 

1191 the way,we the formulas internally 
[zq that we rer[uested.We reverse engineered the numbers to 

(211 produce the same. We concentratedupon the DPAmodels and the 

[22] COBRA mc~dcl on the return on investment.We did comeup with 

123) the same results that they did. 

251 take the final step to remove Fitzsimons from the closure [2q numbers that you'll see in the report.The numbers, using raw 
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[s] Commission. 

(61 I am sorry that I am not able to t e s w  befbre your 

m Base Realignment and Closure Commission this afternoon in 
[a] Albuquerque. However, Irene Kornelly, the director of my 

19 Office of Statewide Defense Initiatives is present, and I have 

[lo] asked her to read this letter into the record. Fitzsimons is 

[I 11 very important to me and to the people of Colorado. 

(121 Fitzsimons 1s a vital part of our country's national 
[is] defense system. If I believed that Fitzsimons was nothing more 

1141 than jobs and money for Colorado, I wouldn't challenge the 

[is] Department of Defense's recommendation for closure. I'd tell 

1161 YOU that we are w&g to do our share and to take our lumps. 

[IT] However, the facts, as presented by Mayor Tauer, do not support 

[IS] this. 

[ig] Fitzsimons compares favorably with other hospitals 

(201 not slated for closure. Of the 12 regional lead agent 

(211 hospitals, Fitzsimons is projected m fiscal year '97 to 

[a provide service for the fourth largest active duty population 

[z3] in the country; to provide service for the third largest 

1241 military family population; and to provide service to the third 

1251 largest population of other beneficiaries. Additionally, 

Commission 

111 appreciates the time You spent with Mr. Corn& and Mr. Kling 
14 last Friday. I now have a statement which he's requested that 

[3] I read into your record. 

[4] To Chairman Dixon and to the other members of the 

[q all tlo our share to reduce unnecessary government and that 

[q m~htary bases have to meet national defense interests in order 

m to remain open. I urge you to look at what the metropolitan 
[a] area of Denver has had to experience from the federal 

191 government m the last few years. 

(101 Number 1, we have just dosed Lowry Air Force Base 

[I I] and we are working very hardforitsredevelopment;number two, 

[la we have closed the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, which is an Army 

1131 facility, and we will spend at least the next generation to get 

1141 it cleaned up enough so that it will ever be usable by the 

[tq co~ntnunity, and number three, we've lost the employment and 

[iq eco~~omic benefits of Rocky Flats and have, once again, been 

(11 left with the responsibility of deanup of this massive site. 

[IS] Irm the Navy's testimony before you last month it was 

[I91 statc t i  that additional facilities in California would have been 

w recommended for closure were it not for the impact of prevlous 

pi] ro~mtis of base closures. Lf the Navy spares bases from closure 

[221 betruse an area has done its share and if California can be 
p ]  sparc:d additional closures because of what it has already 

p4] suffered, then it is reasonable for you to consider whether the 

ps] De11ver metro area and the small State of Colorado should suffer 

-- 

(11 the nation.The loss of Fitzsimons would rob the military of 
w ne:etIed resources it could not replace in the other parts of the 

A country for the same amount of dollars. 

[4] While I stand by my previous statement that we must 

-.,- 
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(11 data reported to the Army, reversed the decision, placing 

[2] Fitzsimons first, Walter Reed in the middle, andTripler last. 

131 This is somewhat similar to the data provided by the Medical 

(41 Joint Cross Services Group, which reported military hospitals 

[q on 14 sites - 12, the 12 regions, the two duplicated sites 

(61 within Region 1 and Region 6. In that case, Walter Reed came 

m out first, Fitzsimons came out 8th, andTripIer came out dead 

[el last. 

(91 We could not find any reason numerically, or 

[I01 supported by the data in the Medical Joint Cross Service 

[I I] report, that supported the conclusion that Fitzsimons should be 

[14 closed.Their data did not support that. However, their 

[I31 conclusion was to close Fitzsimons.The data was at odds with 

(141 what they said. 

[is] You've already heard about the Army data why it was 

[16] at odds. It's contained in the reports. If you have any 

[17] questions we'd be glad to answer them. 

[la] Thank you. 

[19] COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. 
[a] Pohlman. 

1211 MS. KORNELLY: I thmk, in the interest of time, 

[nl I will not get up to the podium, if that's all right with you. 

psi I'm here representing Governor Roy Romer from the 

124 State of Colorado. I want to thank Chairman Dixon for giving 

[251 US this time to present to you, and the Governor also 
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[I] I:ifzsimons is easily accessible for air and med-vac by virtue 

[21 elf its proximity to Buckley Air National Guard Base. 

PI Similarly, Fitzsimons continues to play an important 

[4] role in the military system. 

[q Just as the first troops injured at Pearl Harbor 

[q were brought to the brand new Fitzsimons in 194 1, the first 

m injured troops from Desert Storm were broughtto Fitzsimons 50 

[a] years later. 

[el Fitzsimons is one of only 15 hospitals designated 

[to] nationally by the Department of Defense to serve as a center 

11 for "Persian ~ u l f w a r  Syndrome" patients. 

[la Fitzsimons is the leading facility for women's 

[ q  nliEtary medical issues. 

[14] .And Fitzsimons is positioned to be a leading center 

(151 of !elemedicine because of Colorado's unique location and the 

(161 tt!lccommunications industry that has grown here. 

111 Fitzsimons and the State of Colorado have developed 

[IS] an important partnership through the University of Colorado 
[I91 He:rlth Science Center. We have a joint research facility 

1201 actually located on the base. Fitzsimons contracts for a 

pi] nllnlber of services to the medical school.And, additionally, 

[221 rh:e joint medical school programs operated by these two 
[n] institutions provide cost-effective training that benefits both 

~ 4 1  military and the state. F i w o n s  is the only accredited 

[25] military medical center in the entire Cenual-Western region of 
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an addttional economic loss and be committed to use the 

planning resources necessary to deal with a fourth major 

1 closure of a federal installation. w 
;4] Fitzsimons Army Medical Center is an important part 

is] of our country's military medical system and an important part 
i6] of Colorado. It has proven its military necessity and should 

m continue to play the role it has as a lead hospital for Region 

[a] 8 providing necessary medical care for active duty and retired 

191 rmlitary personnel and their families. 

:to] Thank you for your consideration of the comments 

:I 11 from the Governor. I hope, when you finish consideration of 

all the information that you have received today, that the Base 

:I 31 Closure and Realignment Cornmissionwill decide against dosing 

:14] Fitzsimons. 

:is] Sincerely, Roy Romer, Governor of Colorado. 

:iq COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you, Mrs. Kornelly. 

:I 71 .Mr. Engrnan. 

::a1 MR. ENGMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be 

:'q brief. I would just like to read a brief statement from 

.XI Senator Campbell. 

211 I am sorry that I was unable to come here in person 

today, but I want to underscore my commitment to measure 

: a ]  Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. We've all heard about the 

341 Black Hole.This isn't just a cute sound byte.This facility 

is important to the entire Midwest of the United States. I 
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[I] would like to enter into the written record a letter to 

[;1 Chairman Dixon signed by eight senators from Six States, myself 

p1 and senator Brown, along with Senators Dole, DascNe, Baucus. 
[dl Pressler, Hatch and Simpson. I would also like to enter into 
!q the record a letter I received from Senator Dole. In part this 

(61 letter says: I agree that the loss of this vital facility 

m could be extremely detrimental to the regional defense medical 
[a] system and undermine cost-effective nledical Care for thousands 

[g] of active duty and retired veterans. 

:lo] The representatives from Aurora have worked 

:I I] incredibly hard, and they make an excellent case for 

:I q Fitzsimons. 

:t3] 1 urge Commissioners to carefully consider their 

:141 arguments. I would like to address one issue of particular him 
: ~ q  interest to me.The U.S.~rmyplans fwomajorchemicalweapons 
:t6] incineration sites; this region one near Pueblo, Colorado, one 

:IT] near Tooele, Utah.Those plants bring with them the threat, 

:i8] however small, of exposure to chemical agents like mustard gas 

: t q  and nerve gas. Fitzsimons is the only facility in the region 

~1 with the capabilities to treat chemical exposure cases due to 

711 its important and ongoing work with military personnel 

- suffering from Agent Orange and Persian GulfSyndrome.1 would 

e to know how the Army Plans to keep that kind of expertise 

eadily available if Fitzsimons closes; if we're going to have 

?q chemical weapons incinerators in our backyards. I know we all 
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[I] have to sa.cri€ice our share in order to cut spending and the 

[z] deficit. 1 t 1:; also my job to make sure that this BRAC process 

(31 is fair to n:iy state and constituents, and that the BRAC 

(41 C ~ n u n i s s i ~ n ~ r s  have considered all perspectives. 

(51 Than]' YOU very much. 

16) CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Engman. 
m Mr. Merritt. 

181 MR. MERRITT: Mr. Commissioner, Senator Brown 

(91 asked mc: to pass on his regrets that he couldn't be here and 

[lo] read the statement real briefly. 

[ i t ]  hk. Chairman and members of the Base Closure and 

[ ~ q  Realigmlel~t Commission, four separate studies have been 
(131 conduct,:c.l to analyze the importance of FitzsimonsArmy Me&cd 

1141 Center and the most cost-effective means of ensuring the 

[ i q  military's medical needs are met. Each study concluded that 

[ i q  keep Fitzs~mons open and continuing with construction of the 

[ i n  new replac.:ement hospital was the least cost alternative. 

[la] Specifj.caUy, in 1987, the Army conducted an 

[ig] economic: :mnalysis after which the Assistant Secretary of 

[20] Defense lor Health Affairs amouncedanew Fitwimonswouldbe 
p i ]  constructed. In March 1991, another Army economic analysis 

[q concluded, 'The total savings generated by providing care at 
[23] Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, as compared to not operating 

1241 Fitzsimons, are enough to pay back the cost of constructing a 

~ E % I  new facilim" In October and November of '91 a "quick 
-- 
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[I] response" ec:onomic analysis was conductedwhichreviewed three 

[ a  catchment areas for Fitzsimons, within a 40-mile radius, 100. 

13 mile radius :md the 12-state regional catdunent area, and under 
[4] no scenario was closure of Fitzsimons him justified. 

[5] Finally, BHAC '93 conducted a COBRA computer model 

161 cost analysis ofArmy health service needs and graduate 
m education and did not recommend dosure of Fitzsimons.This 
181 analysis found economic merit in a reduced patient load at 

R Fitzsimons and found economic merit in the retention of 

[ i q  Fitzsimons even when the $390 million replacement hospital 
[II] project wa.s considered. 

[ i q  Mr. Chairman, the level of scrutiny of the need for 
[i3] this hospital, has been intense. For seven years, the 

(141 requirements have been reviewed and rereviewed.?he 

1151 overwhelnling weight of the evidence suggests that Fitzsimons 
(161 should remain open.We are certain that as the members of the 

(171 Commissicn review all of the available data that you will come 

(181 to the Sam[: I:.onclusion. 

1191 Thanks in advance for your consideration and for all 

(201 of your hard .work. 

(211 COMMISSIONER DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Merritt. 

(221 I thank all 01' you fine distinguished people from Colorado for 

[a] your very excellent, helpful presentation.We are indebted to 

(241 you.Thank y~su very much. 

12, ~ n d  nopr we are going to have eight citizens from the 
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!I] great State of Colorado in a public comment period.And if 
I 

/ [I] 'Ihe Honorable Nadine Caldwell, a member of the Aurora City 
iq they'd all come up here, please, we're going to have to swear p] (:crlmcil.We are delighted to have you. w pl you in as weu. 1 i A MS. CADIWELL: Thank you very much. Fitzsimons 

i41 Dave Pohlman, Nadine Caldwell, Don Armstrong, Nelson i [4] i:; within my ward. I represent 40,000 people, many of whom 
[s] Soper, Rex Dieh1,Adeline Diem John Smith, and Edmee Hills. i (51 bought their homes in my ward to be near Fitzsimons where they 
[6] Could you all come up here, ladies and gentlemen, and raise / [q can have medical care and BX and commissary privileges, 
m your right hand. I'm obligated under the law to do this to / m sc~rvices that they were always promised.They made a large 
[el you.And I regret that we impose, but it's part of the law as 

[9] you would all readily, I'm sure, understand.Thank you, 

[lo] folks. Raise your right hands. 

i i (A discussion was held off the record.) 

[14 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much. 

[i3] Mr. Dave Pohlman, Future of Fitzsimons Initiative. 

[el financial commitment to be near Fitz.As you probably know, 

p] L~owry Air Force Base was closed in September 1994. Lowry is 

[lo1 al.so within my ward, and is only two miles from Fitzsimons. 

[ i t ]  The closing of Fitzsimons would be a double-whammy that will 

1121 totally devastate our community.The combined job loss to 

(131 Aurora would be 10,000 jobs, if Fitzsimons also closes. 
[14) We've heard Mr. Pohlman before, we're delighted to hear him ,[I*] Commissioners, loss to Aurora - there is no way a 
[iq again. [tq city can overcome that economic loss, and there is no reason a 
[:el MR. POHLMAN: Thank you very much for the [is] city should have to bear that burden.We cannot take another 
[ I  71 opportunity to speak to you Mr. Chairman and Commissioners. h, t 
[Is] I want to point out that the veterans retirees and [ l a ]  \fy husband gave 33 years to his country in military 
(191 veterans did not create the conclusion or expectation that they 

pa] were going to get free medical care.This is something that 

was promised to them when they entered thehmy.As we have 

[al pointed out in our report, there are numerous instances today 

mi where we see that it is not in fact free.The DOD is promising 

[p4] to take care of the veterans and retirees, a concept called 

pq Tri-Care.A concept; it is not operational. Based on the 
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[ I ]  history of concepts and how far they go, I'm certain that the 

n costs will not be free.To give an example: If only 50 
(31 percent of the eligibles in a 12-state medical region covered 

'[191 service, and expected a r e m n  on that investment, that 

120] investment renun is in serious jeopardy, as it is for all 

pi] those retirees in the Aurora-Denver metro area, and the 14 

[nl states that Fitz semes. 

1231 When Commissioners Kling and Cornella visited Aurora 

p4j recently, they witnessed firsthand the support of the community 

pq for Fitzsimons. 
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[I] I think testimony was presented today that shows we 

p~ have the facts on our side, and it is up to you as 

M Commissioners to come to an honest and a fair decision, as 
141 by Fitzsimons Army Medical Center enrollment fees, $63 million ' 141 stated by Chairman Dixon. 

[s) a year.This is not free medical care.Their medical [q And IU just like to tell you that closing a 

[6] co-payments, with an average of two patient visits per year, 1 [6] military base is a gut-wrenching, heart-breaking thing that I 
m $3.45 million.This is not free medical care.This is not / m hope none of you ever have to go through.And I don't want to 
[el what the veterans were promised. 

191 The first - this may be the very first major 
(101 medical center closure that I'm aware of. Fitzsimons is in the 

[ t i ]  middle of a 12-state region which covers almost 800,000 
[:2] veterans, families, retirees and their families in active 

[13] duty. Many of these people are on fixed incomes and have been 

[id] for years.They depend upon the military medical care as part 

[iq of their retirement plan as they were promised.They can't 
(161 affordTriCare; they can't afford CHAMPUS.These people wiU 

[17j not attend doctors as incorrectly assumed by the Department of 

[la] Defense. Patient loads go down. On CHAMPUS, the reason they 
( 1 9  can't afford it, what happens, many times people can't afford 

[a] the care don't go when they need to, therefore, making 

(211 conditions worse. When they tinally get to see a physician, 

[a it's too late, inoperable, and cannot be cured. We do not want 

I231 to do this.The patient was promised medical care, we expect 

(r [24] it to - 

[el havt.: to go through it again.Thank you. 

[9] CtiAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mrs. Caldwell. 
[lo] The Honorable Don Armstrong, Colorado State 

[I I] Representative. We're delighted to see you Representative. 

[la CONGRESSMAN ARMSTRONG: Mr. Chairman, Commission 

[I31 me.nlbers, I'll be very short and sweet. I am here on behalf of 
(141 thc: Colorado General Assembly. In early February I delivered 

[iq House Resolution 1010 to your base closure director to have put 
[I61 in ~~e records with comments, and I hope those comments and 

[tq that llouse Resolution is within your records. If1 may ask- 

[I81 COMMISSIONER DIXON: It is in our library, I 

[la] assure you. 

pq CONGRESSMAN ARMSTRONG: On behalf of the Colorado 

pi] Ge~~eral  Assembly, my house district, and my neighborhood, I 
pq pleatl with you not to dose this base. 

[a] In dosing, as a member of this neighborhood, I was 

(241 born and raised there. Please don't devastate our 
[251 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Pohlman. pq nei,$~borhood.Thank you. 
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COMMISSIONER DIXON: That you Representative 

'ImY mstrong. 

Nelson Soper of the Aurora Veterans' Committee. Mr. 

[41 Soper, we're honored to have you. 

[q MR. SOPER: Mr. Chairman, Commission members, 

161 Fitzsimons to me was like my human service in Mart* '48. July 
p~ '74, I retired. I got a retirement certificate. My wife, who 

[a] has Parkinson's disease, also got her certificate.Without 

[g] Fitzsimons, we would be drastically hurting medicalwise, as our 
1101 veterans out here who took the trip from Colorado yestetday in 

[I  I] a blizzard snowstorm to present our case tothe Commission,and 

[iq hope we can do some good, and we've got to keep fighting. I 
1131 don't believe in old soldiers never die, they just fade away. 

[IA] To me, that's what Mr. Perry is trying to do. 

[ iq Thank you. 

[iq COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. 

[in Soper. 

(181 hlr. Rex DieN, retired military person, and I 
(191 believe hls wife Adehe. We're delighted to have you, Mr. and 

(201 Mrs. DieN. 

pi] MR. DIEHL: My wife Adeline is here to help prop 

[a me up in case I need it. 

(231 COMMISSIONER DIXON: She looks like she can 

handle it. How do you do,Adeline? 

V 
MR. DIEHL: I was put on the retirement list some 
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[I] 20 years ago, and about ten years ago, after I failed a 

[;7 treadmill and some other tests I heard the dreaded words from 
(31 the cardiologist at Fitzsimons.The words were, 'You have 

[A] heart disease," and then in the paperwork it says, "this obese 

(51 individual." Well, I knew I put on a little, but that hits you 

[6] pretty hard. 

m Anyway, I had quadruple bypass surgery, and about 
[a] five years ago I felt I wasn't exercising enough maybe, and I 

PI started out to Fitzsimons on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays 

[lo] to the cardiac rehab program Phase 3.And this is administered 
[I I] by a number of wonderful and caring cardiac nurses, who have 

[i;7 volunteered this duty in addition to their other work in the 

(131 hospital. Right now, the director is a Lieutenant Colonel 

[ ld ]  Diane Anderson wholeaves her family around6:OO everymorning 

I151 and comes over to the base gym where those of us who have had 

[161 heart problems, from 30 to 50 of us, walk around the g~m.And 

1171 we have our pulse rate taken, and our pressure - blood 

1181 pressure.And it's truly a wonderful program.And it consists 

1191 of men and women who are veterans and their mates and some 
[ml military widows.And I don't h o w  where these peoplearegoing 

[21] to go if the thing is folded up. 

1 might just add that we wanted to mention that we 

ave a son who is three Years out of n~edical service and is now 

serving as an Air Force flight surgeon to a flying squadron in M 
(251 the eastern base, and he's got to go on to advanced training in 

-- -- 
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[I] another yt:ar.And if  they keep cutting back the military 
[21 medical facilities, I don't see where he has a future in 

(3) military medicine, and I wish he did. 

[4] Thank you. 

[s] COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you, Mr. DieN. Mrs. 

~ i ~ h l .  

m MRS. DIIEHL: I only want to add that Fitzsimons 

[a] is not just a base; it's not just a place for military and 

191 everyttung;. It's a family, and they d really, really care. 

[ lo] COMM19SIONER DIXON: God bless you, Mrs. DieN. 

11 John Smith, Retired Military Officers. 

114 MR. SMITH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now that 

(131 you've he;utf all speak,I hope that the BRAC members'mindsare 

1141 not dull and you will not stop up your ears. Nor dose your 

[iq eyes. If you have not, then your eyes would see and your ears 

[16] would hear, and your mind finally would understand that the 

1171 data which we have presented here should help you in your 
[la] deliberations to decide the efficacy of maintaining or closing 

[ig] Fitzsimons. Retirees are not here to plead their own selfish 

pol interests.Wc feel that the case that has been made by Mayor 
[21] Tauer and others should prove that the whole area should be 

[q looked at again.. 

[n] For ex;unple,in 1991, theArmy itself said that they 

[24j could save $32 million a year by taking care of beneficiary and 

psl military personnel at Fitzsimons, as opposed to letting other 
.-- 
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[i] providers tlo that through CHAMPUS. 

NOW, in 1993, the Army is singing another tune. 

131 They are saying now that they can save $15 million over 20 

141 years. Even though they know that they are going to spend $49 
is] million a year for increased CHAMPUS costs because of that 

[6] decision. 

m Now, let s make one thing perfectly clear: Just 

[el like Fitzsimons is cutting back, and the DOD is cutting back, 

[q don't you sjit there for one minute and think that the hospitals 

1 1 ~  in the Denver area are not also going to cut back 
COMM~SS~ONER ~ 1 x 0 ~ :  Thank you, m .  Smith. 

[la Edmee Hill.',, National ChaiqVeterans Widows 

[is] Internation:d Widows, Inc. 

[I,] MS. HILLS: M ~ .  Chairman, members of the 

[is] Commissiojl, in addition of these oral remarks, I have prepared 
[IKI a written ps.esentation for the benefit of the members of the 

1171 Cornmissior~ .;and have previously provided the BRAC '95 office 

[la] with several. 1 locuments in support of my suggestion of 

(191 realignment tbr FAMC. I do concur with the decision by both of 
1201 the Departn~trnt of the Army and GAO to dose Fitzsimons for 

pi] reasons outlined in my written remarks. However, ever since I 
[221 was made a.ware by Mr.Simmons,director of theV.A.-DOD sharing 

(231 medical office: of the act of July of 1983, I have worked on the 

(241 idea of aV.A.-DOD joint venture, Erst on Lowry Air Force 

pq Base, then now at Fitzsimons. 
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[I] I truly believe BRAC '95 should realign FAMC in 

[z] combination with that of the Denver V.A. MC into a V.A.-DOD 

\I 131 joint venture, similar as Tripler in Hawaii, whch is a 

[4] tremendous success. FAMC is, at this time, a state-of-the-art 

[r] hospital with top-of-the-line medic4 equipment, as Mr K h g  I 
[6] and Mr. Cornella were able to witness last week. 

m Meanwhile, for different reasons, the Denver V.A. MC 

[a] is in dire need to relocate. Everyone would benefit; both the 

191 Veterans and DOD beneficiaries. DECAandMWRfacilities would 

[to] continue to operate on Fitzsimons; the CHAMPUS headquarters 

[ti] would not have to relocate elsewhere; and last, but not least, 

(121 beaucoup federal dollars would be saved. I 
1131 As of late, I have been able to gather much - 
[MI COMMISSIONER DIXON: Thank you, Mrs. Hills. 

[is] MS. HILLS: Thank you. 

1161 COMMISSIONER DIXON: ,Thank you very much. 

[tq Ladies and gentlemen, we are indebted to the great 

(181 State of Colorado, its distinguished leaders, and this h e  

(191 audience for this excellent presentation, and this 7th hearing 
(201 of the BRAC Commission is concluded. 

[211 (The hearing was concluded.) 

[nl 

[a1 

I241 

-- -- 
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111 STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 

) SS 

L-4 COUNTY OF BERNALILLO ) 

PI 
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[a] correct transcription of the proceeding had upon the taking of 

PI this hearing. 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good morning, Ladies and 
2 Gentlemen, and welcome to this regional hearing of 
3 the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
4 C:ornmjssion. 
5 My name is Alan Dixon and I am 
6 chairman of the Commission and charged with the 
7 task of evaluating the recommendations of the - 

8 Secretary of Defense regarding the closure and 
9 realignment of military installations in the 

l o  United States. 
11 Also, here with us today are my 
12 colleagues, Commissioners A1 Cornella, Lee Kling 
13 and Joe Robles, and I believe we expect 
14 C:'ommissioner Wendi Stecle very shortly. 
15 First, let me thank all the 
16 military and civilian personnel who have assisted 
17 us so capably during our visit to military bases 
18 ix!presented at this hearing. 
19 We spent many days looking at the 
20 installations that are on the secretary's list and 

asking questions that will help us make our hard 
decisions. The cooperation we received has been 
exemplary, and we thank you very much. 

The main purpose of the base visits - 
Page 1 - Page 4 



- installations first hand and to address with 
itary personnel the all-important question of 
military value of the base. 

5 In addition to the base visits, the 
5 Commission is conducting a total of 11 regional 

hearings of which today is the fifth. 
3 The main purpose of the regional 

condenseltTM -. BASE CLOSURE 

9 hearings is to give members of the communities 
.:, affected by these closure recommendations a chance 
. I to express their views. We consider this 
:z interaction with the community to be one of the 

Page 5 
I we have conducted is to allow us to see the 

1 2 at thar time to limit yourselves to two minutes. 
3 There will be an exception to this for ATCOM in 
4 St. Louis, which has requested one minute for 15 
5 peoplc. I urge them to understand that one minute 
6 is very brief and it will be strictly enforced. 
7 That vri I1 be the one exception. 
8 After the lunch break, we will hear 

Page 7 
1 We would ask those of you speaking 

9 from k, states of Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan 
10 Ohio, 'Wisconsin and Kansas. Those presentations 
1 1 will total 165 minutes, after which we will again 
12 have a 30-minute period for public comment. 

3 most important and valuable parts of our review of 113 Let me also say that the Base I 
:4 the Secretary's recommendations. 
'i . Let me assure you that all of our 
: l j  Commissioners and staff are well aware of the huge 
:7 implications of base closures on local 
:a communities. We are committed to openness in this 
:9 process, and we are committed to fairness. All 
:O the material we gather, all the information we get 
:I from the Department of Defense, all of our 

Closun: Law has been amended since 1993 to require 
that anyone giving testimony before the Commission 
do so under oath, and so I will be swearing in 
witnesses, and that will include individuals who 
speak in the public comment portion of the 
hearing 

With that, I believe we are ready 
to begin, and may I say to the senator from 

2 correspondence is open to the public. and lieutenant governor from Illinois, 
Hraun and Lieutenant Governor Kustra, I'm 
ssed by the fact that I have to ask you to 
- -- 
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I sensitively as we can. Again, the kind of 1 stand and raise your right hand, along with the 
2 assistance we receive here is greatly appreciated. 2 other distinguished witnesses, but would you all 
3 Now let me tell you how we will 3 do that for  me, please. Would all of you that are 
J proceed here today and in all our regional 4 going to testify stand and raise your right hand. 

(Witnesses sworn.) 
6 time to each state affected by the base closure lhank you very much. 
7 list. The overall amount of time was determined 
8 by the number of installations on the list and the 
9 amount of job loss. The limit on time will be 

:o strictly enforced. 
I I We notified the appropriate elected 
:2 officials of this procedure and we left it up to 
:3 them, working with the local communities, to 
:1 determine how to fill the block of time. 
. - 
- 3 This morning it is our intention to 
:6 listen to the testimony from the states of 
: 7 Illinois and Missouri for a total of 11 0 minutes. 
:8 At the end of the morning presentations, we have 
: 9  set aside a period of 30 minutes for public 

c~mments and at which members of the public may 

J We have provided a sign-up sheet 
'13 for this portion of the hearing, and we hope that 
14 anyone who wishes to speak has already signed up. 

Page 5 - Page 8 

And we are privileged to have the 
Senator from Illinois, Carol Moseley-Braun, to 
testify for three minutes. Senator Braun? 

P KESENTATION 
131' 

SENATOR MOSELEY-BRAUN: 

'Thank you very much, Senator Dixon, 
and Cominxssioners, I am delighted to be here, and 
I hope that my testimony will help you to conclude 
that the Anny's recommendation with regard to 
Charles h/tclvin Price Support Center and Savanna 
Anny Dep( tt is an error and that that 
recornmenIdation ought to be rejected and that these 
facilities not be downsi~d.  

A t  the outset, I would want to make 
two references: First, I'd like to submit for the 
record remarks by Congressman Jerry Costello to 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. I 
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have two copies of that. 
(Document tendered.) 

cHALRMAN DIXON: That will be admitted to the 
record. 

SENATOR MOSELEY-BRAUN: Congressman Costello 
could not be with us this morning. He regrets 
that very much, but he wanted his testimony to be 
of record. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, with regard 
to my own testimony, I have a written statement 
that goes into detail with regard to the issues 
pertaining to this decision. 

1 submit that in the cases of the 
Charles Melvin Price Support Center and Savanna 
Army Depot, the facts do not support the closure 
of these bases, and the criterion of the BRAC 

process have not been met. 

Page I 1  
The military's calculations do not 

take into account there's hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in revenue the Army takes in each year 
from renting space to tenants. 

And, finally, the military did not 
take into account a General Services 
Administration estimate that said that renting 
commercial space in St. Louis to house the Army 
Publication Center that currently resides at Price 
would cost about $2 million per year. 

The Illinois witnesses who will 
follow me also will present evidence that errors 
were made in the decision to close the Savanna 
Army Depot. The depot stores ammunition. It's 
the home to the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition 
Cmter and School, and it employs some 400 
people. 

federal government agencies in the St. Louis area. 
It is home to 436 jobs. 

Page 10 
The Department of Defense's 

18 Given the shortness of time, I'll 
19 not go through those criterion specifically, but 
20 to say, Mr. Chairman, that the Charles Melvin 
21 Price Support Center provides administrative and 
22 logistical support services to the D ~ D  and other 

recommendation to close Price is related to its 
decision to relocate the ATCOM from St. Louis; 

18 Savanna is being closed because it 
19 is being categorized by the Army as a Tier 3 
20 c,aretaker depot, which stores unserviceable 
21 ammunition that is slated to be demilitarized or 
22 disassembled. 

however, you will learn from the subsequent 1 4  
witnesses that ATCOM is not the primary user of 
Price. ATCOM soldiers occupy 17 percent of 
military family housing at Price and constitutes 
only 4 percent of the transportation workload. 
ATCOM occupies only 2 1 percent of the 1 9  
administrative space on the installation and it 110 

The Secretary recommended that all 
Tier 3 depots closed. 

Page 12 
However, the most recent Worldwide 

Ammunition Storage Program report, prepared for 
the Joint Logistical Commanders, stated that all 
depots are full, and that, in fact, there is 
ammunition now having to be stored outside. 

So the Army is spending about a 
hundred million dollars to demilitarize this 
unserviceable ammunition in 1995, which translates 
into disassembling about 95,000 short tons of 
ammunition this year. 

I I occupies almost none of the warehouse space or To begin in 1997, the budget for 
I 2 open storage facilities. I :: ,bmilitarization will be decreased by more than I 
13 During the Price presentation, you 
14 will hear that the Department of Defense's 
15 expected savings from closing the base does not 
16 take into account many long-term costs. 
17 The Army has overestimated the 
18 total savings from closing down the military 
19 housing units at Price, because most of the 
20 residents of this housing are not connected to 
21 ATCOM and will not be transferred out of the 
22 area. Instead, they will require housing 
23 subsidies if they are required to move off the 

13 IWO-thirds. The Army is generating about 100,000 
14 short tons of ammunition each year for 
15 tkxnilitarization. 
16 In addition, there are over 800,000 
17 short tons of unserviceable ammunition positions 
18 to clean up the required -- clean up the base, and 
19 an additional $50 million for ground water 
20 tl-eatment. 
21 Although DoD said that it is 
22 obligated for costs to clean up the bases, and 
23 d=s not factor environmental costs into the 

124 base. 124 decision to close a base, in reality, Savanna may I 
Page 9 - Page 12 
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5 an important role in that process. 
5 As we move forward into the 21 st 
7 Century, the United States military must become 

more efficient and more capable of responding to 
9 changes in political, military situations 
. (1 worldwide. 

i I believe though Savanna and Price 

Page 13 
1  ever be able to house a commercial tenant. 
z I believe that every part of our 

kderal budget, including the defense budget, 
-needs to be reviewed. The BRAC ~ornmission plays 

5 base cliosings over the last decade and that the 
6 cumultnlve effect of that has a negative impact 
7 not just on Illinois but on the military mission 
8 as a whole. 
9 CfU IKMAN DMON:   hank you very much, 

10 Senator. 
1 1 SEN 4TOR MOSELEY-BRAUN:   hank you very much. 

1 of this decision that the BRAC would make. 
2 Now I hope you take into 
3 consideration that the State of Illinois has 
4 already suffered, has already gone through several 

.I perform very necessary duties that integrate them 1 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ~ieutenant ~ o v e i o r  ~ & a .  I 
:3 into tbe larger mission of the United States 
:4 military. The success of the military -- the 
. s success of these centers really relates to the 
- 5  concept that the whole is greater than the sum of 
:? its parts. There is a synergy between the 

13 SENATOR MOSELEY-BRAUN: I'd like my statement 
14 to be submitted to the record. 
15 CkIA 1 R . W  DIXON:   hank you. It will be. 
16 I'RESENTATION 

17 BY 

4ad planned to because I didn't want to run out of 

Page l 
i time and, of course, these figures are not of my 
2 own calculation, but they come from the staff. 
, But 1 wanted to say in closing, 
4 *Mr. Chairman, that you will hear testimony today 

about the importance of these installations for 
j t h~s  part of the State of Illinois and I believe - also the importance of Price and Savanna and to 
5 tbe military mission as a whole. 
3 I encourage the Commission to focus 
j in on the efficiencies and to focus in on the 

3 different bases, personnel, supplies and other 
9 parts of this system. Savanna and Price are 
n essential to maintaining that synergy or 
:I efficiency, if you will, in a restructured 
Y military. 
3 I've spoken a little faster than I 

. : synergy between Savanna and Price and Scott and 
I the other military installations in this part of 
; the world, if you will, in this part of our 
-1 country, that working together there is an 
- 5  efficiency that can be achieved that is not 

18 LEUTENANT GOVERNOR KUSTRA: 

19 'I'hank you very much, Mr. Chairman 
20 and Members of the Committee. It's good to see 
21 you again. It's always a delight to join my 
22 former colleague in the Illinois House, Senator 
23 Braun who is now a U.S. Senator. 

- 5  available if they are separate and split and 
, .' reduced to their constituent's respect. , 

Finally, in closing, Mr. Chairman, 
, -3 I want to say that Illinois has really suffered 
i?; and suffered more than its fair share in terms of 

isions for base closings going back in the 
ast, and that perception relates entirely, I -f 

r think, to what you referenced in your earlier 
14 statement about fairness, in terms of the fairness 

24 Of course, I am delighted to be 

P,, 16 
here to share a few thoughts with you on this most 
difficult process and, once again, thanks to the 
Commission for the opportunity to present our 
views. 

I might also add the governor sends 
his greetings. He happens to be overseas 
traveling and could not be with us today, but he 
certainly echoes the testimony of mine and the 
senator ' s . 

17irst of all, let me begin by 

16 information you need to make the best decision you 
17 possibly can. 
18 I have been privileged to work over 
19 the last fevlr weeks with members of the Granite 

1 

20 City comnr nity, with members of the Savanna 
21 community, in support of building a case for the 
22 Price Support Center and the Savanna Army Depot. 
23 1 have corn(: to the conclusion that that is really 
24 not all that d~fficult to do. 

1 1 1  telling you that we created here in Illinois 
12 Operation Salute, which is an attempt by the State 

1 3  of Illinois to gather the resources of this state 
14 and to use those resources to provide you, the 
15 Members of the Commission, with all of the 

I I -.. I 
Page 13 - Page 16 
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allotted to you? 
MAJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: sir, 1 expect to use 

12 or 13 minutes for the presentation and then 
would like to leave the balance for your 
questions, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: s here will probably not be 
questions. If there are any, we'll be delighted 
to direct them to you. 

Do you want to allow any of your 
time to the distinguished chairman of the Madison 
County Board, Chairman Hagnauer? 

MAJOR GENERAL G R I F m :  chairman Hagnauer's 
elected not to make a presentation at this time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm sorry to not hear him 
today. I've listened to the great chairman many 
times but with great pleasure. 

Thank you, General Griffith. We 
are going to present your statement in the record. 

GENERAL GRIFFITH: Yes, Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let the record show the 

statement of Senator Braun, Lieutenant Governor 
Kustra and Chairman Hagnauer will all be 
reproduced in the record. Thank you. 

I have worked with some fine 
people, who you will hear from shortly, who happen 
to have considerable expertise in military 
affairs, far more knowledgeable than I am on 
military affairs. I'm confident that when you 
have heard what they have to say about these two 
facilities, you will agree, as I have come to the 
conclusion, that these are, in fact, vital links 
to our nation's defense. 

I think Senator Braun makes a good 
point, and I would only accolade it. The State of 
Illinois has paid its price. We have paid our 
price in building this nation's military and we 
have paid our price in reducing it in size. 

One only needs to look back on 
Shanuk (phonetic), Fort Sheridan and the latest 
Glenview Naval Air Station to know that the State 
of Illinois has been willing and ready to step 
forward when we could play our role; however, we 
have done that, and now we are here today looking 
across the state that has not been blessed in 
history with all of the facilities and the bases 
that some of our friends, I'm told, in the 
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PRESENTATION 

BY 

h4AJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: 

Mr. Chairman, thank you, 
C'ommissioners, staff, I, in addition to being 
joined by Chairman Hagnauer, and 1 want to 
acknowledge Mayor Bellcoff of the City of Madison 
and Brian Lott, who is of Congressman Jerry 
 coste el lo's staff, who's here this morning. 

I'm pleased and honored to have 
lm selected to present the community view of the 
lecommended closure of the Price Support Center. 

My comments this morning will 
follow the outline that you see here. I will 
cliscuss the various aspects of the Army's 
recommendation, what we think about it and why, 
some opportunities presented, and ow conclusion. 

The Army recommended -- the Army's 
rc:commendation says that the Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center's mission must be recognized and 
adequately funded, and we certainly agree with 
that. This is the Army's recommendation. 

The Army further states the closure 
of Price is related to their recommendation to 

24 General Griffith? 
- - 
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In fact, I remember when I taught 

American politics, once upon a time, and a man 
from South Carolina said if he had one more base 
it would sink the whole State of South Carolina. 

I don't think we have to worry 
about the State of Illinois sinking because of 
military bases. We are lean and mean here in 
Illinois right now. 

What we have, we think, is not only 
important to the community to come before you to 
make their presentation but, even more 
importantly, we think that it is vital to the 
nation's defense. 

Again, it is my pleasure to work 
with the people you are about to hear. Thank you 
so much for having us. 

CHAIRMAN DLXON: well, thank you, Governor 
Kustra. We appreciate those remarks from both you 
and Senator Braun, and we are pleased to welcome 
Major General John E. Griffith, U.S. Air Force 
retired, speaking on behalf of the Charles Melvin 
Price Support Center. 

And may I inquire, General 
Griffith, are you using the entire 22 minutes 
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; 1 relocate ATCOM from St. Louis, and a reduction in 1 Additionally, the Guard uses Price 
' 2 the Army's presence warrants a corresponding 
' reduction in the Charles Melvin Price Support 
W ~ e n t e r .  

i 5 Our colleagues from St. Louis will 

1 6 
discuss the reasons ATCOM should not move 

1 7 following our presentations, and we should note 

2 as a triiining ground for the heavy equipment 
3 operatcjrs. No other space is available locally to 
4 facili-tate that training, and the Army did not 
5 inclutic the National Guard in the reserve force 
6 concepl at Price. 
7 We believe the Army seriously 

1 8 that we support their position; however, even if 1 8 understates the military value, and this I 
ATCoM should move, this action is, in fact, much 
more severe than quote, "a corresponding 
reduction," unquote. 

We believe the Army's rationale to 
be flawed, as indicated here, and I will talk to 
these areas. We will demonstrate the Army 
deviated substantially from the closure by 
criteria in several ways. 

First, the military value of Price 
is understated because ATCOM is not the primary 

19 user. The Anny fails torecognize thernilitary 
I 20 logistics value, both to the Army Reserve, 
'21 National Guard and other defense agencies. 
122 In the next few slides we will show 
I 
23 just what a small part ATCOM is of the total 

i 1 As Senator Braun noted, ATCOM 
2 solhers occupy only 17 percent of the military 
3 family housing at Price, and ATCOM constitutes 
4 only 4 percent of the transportation workload. 
s ATCOM occupies only 2 1 percent of the 
6 administrative space on the installation and none 

mission of Price. 
q# I Page 22 

installalion serves a vital support role for the 
U.S. k m y  Reserve and the U.S. Army, the U.S. Army 
Natiorlal Guard, and other defense agencies, and 
now there are still others who want to relocate to 
Price even as  the Army wants to close it. 

As many of you know, St. Louis is 
the trai~sportation center of the United States. 
The Charles Melvin Price Support Center is a real 
crossrclads in transportation mode, as indicated on 
this slick (indicated). 

24 

It is one of the few remaining 
militar], ~nstallations with direct on-base rail 
service and capability and even fewer 
installations have direct access to our nation's 
great inland and waterway system. 

You can see the attitude, the great 
- - 
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location of the Charles Melvin Price Support 
Center i n  this photo here, (indicating) and we'll 
bring the lights up in a few minutes when I want 
to talk from that chart there as well 
(indicating). 

Hecause of the location, other 

I 9 warehouse space and uses none of the open storage 
i 10 area 

111 (Whereupon, a side 
' 1 2  presentation was shown.) 

; 13 I would like to call your attention 
i 14 here to the pie chart on your left and, in 
I 

j 1s particular, to the slice of the pie labeled ILNG, 

' 16 or lllinois National Guard. 
I have visited recently with the 

18 adjutant general of the State of Illinois. He 
' 1  9 would like to locate more National Guard units at 

Rice rather than be forced out. 
The Illinois National Guard will 

I d h a v e  a major construction bill to face if they 

7 of the covered warehouse space. ATCOM occupies 
8 only one-tenth of one percent of the enclosed 

requested over 250,000 square feet of space to 
relocate the tooling of three models of aircraft. 

The Navy has also suggested that a 
joint tooling storage and distribution center be 
formed ar Price. The Air Force already uses the 
installation to store tooling for the F4 Series 
aircraft, tl'lrrs avoiding the rent aircraft 
manufact~~rers charge to maintain tooling 
additional facilities after the production runs 
are complete. 

7 1 ~  defense contract management 
agency waints to move an office of about 180 people 
to Price, and, finally, the U.S. Coast Guard has 
purchased 2 1 acres and will begin construction of 

7 defense itctivities have formerly requested space 
8 at Price, and it is an example of the Navy's 

23 must relocate the unit equipment currently at 
24 Price to East St. Louis. - 

23 an operation and maintenance complex there later 
24 this year. - 
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1 We believe the Army has overstated I 1 year. Ironically, the article appeared on the I 
( 2 savings and understated cost, both to the Army and 1 2 very date the Secretary of the Army was testifying I 

3 other defense activities. 
J We will offer several examples 
s wherein we believe the COBRA data to be 
6 inaccurate. 
7 First, in the case of the closure 
8 of the military family housing, the Army has 
9 claimed a savings of $1.8 million while local data 

I o indicates that the annual cost to be only $1 

3 before this Commission that the Army wants to 
4 close the Price housing. 
5 The fact is that the non-ATCOM 
6 soldiers in the St. Louis region are equally 
7 central to military readiness and reserves 
8 continued to be able to live in on-post military 
9 family housing. 

10 Even if all the ATCOM soldiers 
1 1 i million. Further, the Army did not compute the I I 1 occupying housing at Price today are transferred, I 

14 housing who have to move when the facility in the 
1s housing complex closes and the cost is almost $ 1 
16 112 million per year, thus, 2.3 million of the 
17 alleged savings is simply not there. The Army did 
I 8 not consider the $700,000 now reserved in 

12 cost of paying the quarters and variable housing 
13 allowance for non-ATCOM occupants of military 

19 reimbursables from tenants. 
And, finally, on the cost front, 

12 and those units are filled from non-ATCOM families 
13 on the waiting list, there will still be a waiting 
14 list of almost one year. 
15 So, on the one hand, the Secretary 
16 of Defense is saying housing is a readiness issue 
17 and, on the other hand, the Army is closing 
I8 housing developments because they want to transfer 
19 17percent of theoccupants. 

We also do not understand the 
121 the Army did not report the mst of relocating, 121 Army's motive in reducing support to the reserve I 
22 nor the recurring costs of maintaining these and 
23 other operations elsewhere. 
24 In another BRAC action, the Army 
.- - - - 
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1 recommends merging the Army Publication Center in 
2 Baltimore with the Army Publication Center in 
3 St. Louis. 
4 The Army's analysis for that move 
5 noted that an additional 90,000 square feet of 
6 space will be required at Price. This is at the 
7 same time another part of the Army is saying we 
8 are going to close Price, in addition to the 
9 86,000 square feet of space that St. Louis 

10 Publication already occupies at Price. 
1 1  The General Services Administration 

has informally estimated that obtaining that total 
amount of space of commercial facilities, that is, 
the 90,000 and the 86,000 in St. Louis, will cost 
about $2 million per year. That space simply is 
not available in any U.S. Government-owned 
facility. 

The Secretary of Defense has made 
military housing a key readiness issue. The 

22 forces when they rely more and more on those 
23 reserves. 
24 As we understand the Reserve 
7-.- 
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1 Enclave Concept, it would encompass four buildings 

1 2 at about four acres of land with the normal base 
3 supports, like transportation, supply support, 
4 security and fire protection. 
5 I'll talk just for a moment. And, 
6 again, you can see the proximity of the Charles 
7 Melvin Price Support Center to downtown St. Louis 

8 just across the river and to the north of the 
9 tlowntown area, and on this map overhead, 

10 (indicating) the black is the boundary of the 
1 1  Charles Melvin Price Support Center located right 

next to the lowermost lock of the Mississippi 
River with the main channel of the river out 
r here. 

The enclave concept is, as we 
understand it -- and please understand this is a 
little bit of license on my part in trying to 
tietennine exactly what is meant, but the Army has 
identified two warehouse buildings. There is some 

122 recruiting and retention efforts. 122 track in it. One of the units they'll keep at I 

20 military service chiefs have all cited the lack of 
21 adequate family housing as a key factor in their 

20 office space there, (indicating) a building here, 
21 (indicating) and that building has a railroad 

I 
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This quote is from a front page 
24 article in the Washington Post of March 7th this r3 23 E%ce is a railroad company. So I presume they 

24 want to enclave the railroad access as well. 



I ? reserve complex, the reserve enclave. The green 
Tea there is the commissary. The commissary is 

w l s o  included in an enclave. 
5 The blue area (indicating) is the 
6 United States Coast Guard land that they have just 
7 acquired with access across the valley to a wharf 
8 that they'll house their cutters and the wharf 
9 facilities that were washed out in the flood of 

I0 '93. 
1 1  The orange cast area there is what 
1 2  we understand to be the Defense Logistic Agency, 
13 strategic material stockpile enclave. 

CondenseJtm - BASE CLOSURE 

1 4  So we have a number of enclaves on 
1 5  this 686 acre facility. This area belongs to 
16 Granite City and is their waste water treatment 
17 facility (indicating). 
18 The Army COBRA data says that the 
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I So that is, as we understand the 

We believe there's a moral 
obligation to provide active and Reserve soldiers 
a quality of life service that is provided now for 
all of th(ose soldiers within the St. Louis region. 

14s we said at the beginning, we 
believe the rationale is flawed. The Army has 
overstated the military value -- it has 
understated the military value. It has overstated 
savings and understated costs. They have ignored 
the readiness side of the military family housing 
and have not considered the opportunities 
presented. 

Page 3 1 
1 exercise" 

14 In conclusion, we believe the Army 
IS deviated significantly from the established 
16 criteria, and we believe that upon further 
17 evaluation and examination the Commission will 
18 concur with our point of view. 

21 how one does that for that small amount of money. 
22 We also think the Army needs to 
23 give greater consideration to the quality of life 

ssue, both for the soldiers and families of all 
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I the other army and defense commands in the 
2 St. Louis region, as well as for the thousands of 
3 reservists who train at Price. We just believe 
4 those soldiers are deserving of the same kind of 
5 consideration. 
6 We believe there's a real 

19 recurring cost to the Army of operating this wharf 
20 concept is $105,000 a year. 1 simply don't know 

21 respond to your questions, if you have any. 
22 CHAIR MAN DIXON: ~ a j o r  General, we thank you 
23 for yours. There's 6 minutes and 45 seconds 

19 Thank you for your time, 
20 Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. 1 will be pleased to 

124 remaining ,if my of my colleagues have questions. 
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I 

I 1  ,4s I said earlier, usually there 
1 2 are no questions because we make the dissertations 

3 as, we go, and Commissioner Lee Kling, I think, 
4  spent five hours with you folks down there and I 
5  think asked all the questions. He's reported to 

1 6  us. 
7 opportunity for the active Army to continue to be 
8 the host of Price and serve the needs of both 
9 active Reserve and National Guard Army units in 

lo the St. Louis region. Certainly, there's plenty 
I I of space to expand. The Army depends more and 
12 more upon the Reserve and National Guard forces 
13 and again for a wonderful location for logistic 
14 operation. 
15 Should the active Army not find 
16 this suggestion attractive, we believe the U.S. 
17 Army Reserve Command should consider assuming 
1 8  command of Price and turning it into a show place 
19 and Reserve logistics operations and training, 
20 then at least some of the cost of the operations 

uld be offset by good business practice. 
Certainly, the current tenants of 

23 Price are going to have to go somewhere at some 
I24 cost if Price closes. Why go through such an 
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Fhit I do want to pursue the housing 
thing a moment with you, because I believe you 
were in Washington when we held the hearing there 
some weelcs ago and Congressman Jerry Costello had 
written a letter, which I read at that time at the 
hearing in Washington, which I thought was 
interesting, in view of the fact that the 
Washington Post that very day had a front page 
article about the desperate need for housing for 
our military people in this country, and at that 
time the congressman pointed out, as the senator 
did today and as you did today, that only 17 
percent of itds housing is actually used by the 
ATCOM personnel. 

And what is the other 83 percent of 
the housing personnel there? What constitutes 
that other 83 percent? 

MAJOR CiI  iNERAL GRIFFITH: sir, I haven't got 
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I the details there. I'll be glad to provide that 
2 for therecord. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Just generally, we would 
4 like the thetails for the record. 
5 MAJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: Yes, sir. 
6 In general terms, the United States 
7 Army Reserve Personnel Center in St. Louis is the 
8 largest center of occupants as far as the unit is 

9 of Commerce. 
10 And who wanted to testify or do 

-.. 
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I There are four minutes remaining. Should our 
2 friends from the Savanna Army Depot need those 
3 extra minutes, they will be allowed. 
4 We are delighted to have here 
5 Mr. A] Ehringer, Co-Chairman of the Savanna Army 
6 Depot Task Force, the former Director of the U.S. 
7 .4rmy Defense Ammunition Center, and Ms. Karen 
8 Stott, Executive Director of the Savanna Chamber 

13 there's just a myriad of army commands in the St. 
14 Louisregion. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ELE, Defense Mapping, Coast 
16 Guard, that sort of thing? 
17 MAJOR GRZFFITH: The United States Army 
18 Personnel Center. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I ask you to provide the 

I I 1 Agency, the various defense logistic agencies, the 
12 Coast Guard has a couple of folks there, and 

13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ~ n d  who would like to go 
14 first? 
15 MR. EHRINGER: 1'd like to go first. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. We're delighted 
17 to hear from you. 
18 PRESENTATION 
19 BY 

1 1  both of you want to divide the time? 
12 MS. STOTT: ~ 0 t h  of us will. 

120 staff with that information. There are a number I2o MR. EHIUNGER: I 
121 of bases that we are discussing where there are 
2 2  some housing units, and I think we'll want to take 
23 a close look at that. 
24 MAJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: Yes, sir. 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you do that for us, 
2 General Griffith? 
3 MAJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: Yes, indeed, I 
4 will. 
5 May I also state that hundreds of 
6 those units at Price are brand new units. They 
7 were completed in 1988 to 1990. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for supplying 
9 that. I neglected to ask how new they were. 

10 Those are new units then? 
1 1 MAJOR GENERAL GRIFFITH: Yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Commissioners and Chairman Dixon, 
we'd like to thank you this morning for the 
opportunity to appear before you, and we have a 
rather mixed subject. 
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We have prepared our report in 

response to the BRAC commission following the 
guidelines established for -- the guidelines the 
BRAC established for preparing the report. 

Our brief this morning will deviate 
from that because we're not going to only talk 
about the Savanna Army Depot and the Defense 

Ammunition Center, we would like to talk about the 
9 national ammunition storage problems, and I might 

l o  j u t  add that e v e w n g  in my brief here we have 
I I backup data. We have army studies to back up and 

12 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you very much. 12 support what we are to say. 1 1 3  Chairman Hagnauer, you have got I I might add that we are not 
14 anythmg to add to that? 
15 CHAIRMAN HAGNAUER: I have a statement I'm 
16 going to read after Missouri is done, 
17 Mr. Chairman. 
I8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: A]] right. All right. 
19 And any other statements either of 
20 you have will be reproduced in the record. 
2 1 Does any of my colleagues have any 
22 questions of our distinguished gentlemen? 
23 (JVo verbal response.) 
24 We thank you, General Griffith. 

1 4  including our personal opinions, and many of us on 
15 this study group are people who have spent a 
16 lifetime in the field of ammunition and we are 
17 retired, but we just didn't work this kind of Army 
18 clepot. We traveled worldwide. Every one of the 
19 people on the study group have practically visited 
20 every ammunition depot overseas before they 
21 r~streated or returned back here. We have visited 
22 and are very familiar with every ammunition depot 
23 here and in the United States, so this all ties 
24 illto a real serious national problem. 
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We would like to first point out 

- that due to the time restraints that we have we 
i 
'V 111 not go into detailed costs on dollars, but we 

-111 gve you dollar roll-ups. 
We would, first of all, like to 

i commend a basic study that if you gentlemen would 
- have the opportunity we are providing to each one 
3 of you as an opportunity to read a study that 
3 provides guidelines and the condition of our 

ammunition stockpile in the United States. 
Now we are Army employees; however, 

z tfie Army is responsible for storing at wholesale 
3 ammunition for all the other units, for instance, 
4 for the Air Force, for the Navy, for the Marine 
5 Corp and the Army. So we are talking about a 
i national storage crises. 
7 In this area there has been a very 
r professional study made by ammunition logistical 
3 experts who, under the ILC, have prepared a study 

1 called "Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Program." 
31 It's also referred to by the acronym "WASP," and 
32 it's dated 1993 -- October of '93. 
:? Now this study is an excellent and 

ughly professional study. We totally support the 
V Page 38 

1 accuracy of what it says and the manner in which 
z ~t is approached. 
3 It identifies the problem areas. 
r It identifies what might be due to change and 
5 assist in the problem and correct it. On the 
5 other hancl) the Army has prepared studies to 

unplement the closure of certain Army depots. 
3 It is inconceivable that we would 
3 want to close any ammunition depots at this time, 
o and we'll give youthe facts, andour facts now 
1 are not ours. They are Army figures. 
2 There is no excess ammunition 
3 storage space in the continental United States. 
4 There are 11 ammunition depots currently existing. 

Three of them are scheduled -- are proposed for 
5 closure. The depots proposed are Savannah 
7 Illinois; Scheneckady, New York; and Sierra, 
8 California. 
9 This shortage of ammunition storage 

space was identified and forecasted in the 1993 
ASP study. To alleviate, one of the comments in 

the WASP study was in part on a very active and r" 
3 vigorous demilitarization program. .. 
-4 Now demilitarization in ammunition 
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1 means that you are rendering the military ordnance 
2 incapable of its intended use. 
3 Now the program for FY 94 is funded 
4 at $1 10 rnillion. It is our understanding that 
5 this 1 10 million has not been totally furnished, 
6 howevcr, it is -- I think it's in the $95 million 
7 figure right now, and we'll show you in just a 
8 minute this amount of money, and we have private 
9 industry and the ammunition depot all coordinated 

l o  and all Qing to demilitarize ammunition as fast 
I 1 as they can, but the returns from overseas and 
12 from tbz  entrenchment of the number of troops, and 
13 so, then:fore, there are basic loads coming back 
14 into the wholesale storage program. It is 
I 5 creating a very, very difficult position. 
16 As of right now, we have absolutely 
17 no storage space and, even after spending about 
18 $96 million, we have made no inroads into this 
19 backlog of ammunition that's scheduled for 
20 dernilitanzation. 
21 'The May 1994 Army plan documents 
22 that magazine space must be analyzed. First of 
23 all, I like to go back to demil. Demil this year 
24 is at 96 million with a potential of a 110 

- - 
page 

I million. Next year it will be reduced to 
2 approximately 96 million. The next year it is at 
3 32 million, then through the year 2203 it is cut 
4 back doum to 35 million. 
5 Well, if we can't breakeven right 
6 now with these huge tonnages coming back to the 
7 United Slates and we are not reducing the tonnage, 
8 we are in sad, sad shape, and we currently have 
9 about 400,000 tons of ammunition scheduled for 

10  dernilitanzation at the depot right now. 
1 1  'here is ammunition, large 
12 quantities, large tonnages of ammunition stored 
13 outside, which is acceptable, but it's a temporary 
14 measure. It's a hazardous type of operation to 
15 conduct; however, they thought the dernil program 
16 will accomplish more demilitarization than it has. 
17 On this reduced funding for the 
18 demil Proly am, at the end of 2003, instead of 
19  having 400 or 400,000 tons in storage in the bases 
20 here in the [.Jnited States, we'll have $713,000 
21 tons in storage scheduled for demilitarization we 
22 are not keeping up with. It's outgrowing us so 
23 very, very rapidly. The program is underfunded. 
24 The place -- the ammunition must be 

-. 
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stored within the constraints of federal law 
established by the American people of distances. 
That's why ammunition depots are located, for the 
most part, at highly remote areas to get them away 
from the public because of the hazard involved in 
operations. 

In May 1994, the Army documents to 
concurrently realign depot tiers, establishing 
what they call "Tier-One Depots." This is a 
concept that is not new. 

I started back to work in 1941 and 
after World War n the Ordnance Board -- at that 
time they called it "lead depot" instead of a Tier 
One Depot. They called it lead &pot, and so -- 
was discontinued because it was found to be 
faulty. 

We believe it is still faulty, but 
the point is with this huge -- why don't we focus 

excess tonnages coming back from Army units, their 
basic load and things like that, will be coming 
into the wholesale Army storage system, and we do 
not know specifically the material that is coming 
to the ammunition wholesale system from the Navy 
and Air Force. 

So those factors must be factored 
In, but all they do is to complicate a very 
grossly overloaded tonnage of ammunition in our 1 1 
depots. 

Now if we close, as proposed, the 
three tier depots, they store around 450,000 tons 
of ammunition right now, that would be 
superimposed on already an overloaded system. 

Now I like to -- now after saying 
these things, I like to just mention the fact that 
we would like to talk about the Savanna Army Depot 
activity and the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition 

119 our funds, such as we have in our total effort 1 19 Center and School. I 

I~~ Our national stockpile is 3.1 

20 towards Demilitarization, but we want to 
21 concurrently also move 2.1 million tons of our 
22 national stockpile out of a total of 3.1 million 
23 tons. 
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1 million tons at this time, but to accomplish this 
2 tier, it's going to require a movement of 
3 two-thirds of this material (indicating). 
4 Now for our purposes and in our 

20 I might add that I was ordered by 
21 tlle chief ordnance from Savanna to come to Savanna 
22 in I950 to establish a school. At that time, 
23 ordnance had certain special missions that they 

124 assigned to that depot commander at which were not 
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I germane to the depot itself, but they were to 
2 support the National Ammunition Program. They 
3 were called "Special Missions." 

1 I subsequently was in charge of the 
( 5 study this is an assumption that our study group ( 5 that area, as well as the school, and then, I 

6 made. We made the assumption that only 25 percent 
7 of that ammunition had to be moved inter-depot and 
8 the rest of it would be -- that 75 percent would 
9 be intra-depot movement. Our figures are based on 

million to accomplish this realignment. The Anny 
estimated $22.4 million to accomplish this 
program. This is all documented in our study. 

Continental U.S. ammunition space 
-- ammunition storage space has been adversely 

impacted by the record rate of ammunition from 
Europe to Southwest Asia and reduced Army force 
structure. 

6 subsequently, I became the civilian executive to 
7 the commanding officer. 
8 In 1971, I was selected by the AMC, 
9 the Army Material Command, as the first director 

l o  that assumption, which may or may not be valid. 
1 I We do not know. 
12 We have determined -- our study 
13 group has determined that the cost would be $1 85 

tvc have many storage structures there. We have 
had many facilities that not available at other 
i-nstallations. 

We have an explosive waste 
incinerator. There are only three in the United 

, 

States. This is associated equipment, that is, 
nieets all state and federal government 
ei~vironmental laws and it is built and sitting in 

10 of the Defense Ammunition Center School, and, 
I 1 subsequently, I have retired from that area. 
12 But the facilities in Savanna are 
13 unique. It is not a typical ammunition depot, that 

What is not identified and what has 1:: not been placed into this study, that we are aware 
22 slandby at the Savanna Army Depot. It has not 
23 bxn  work loading. Work loading Savanna with its 

24 of, is that the tonnages that will be coming -- 24 waste incinerator would aid in reducing the 
-. I 
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I demil -- the inventory of demil ammunition in the 
United States. 

We would like to see that it be 
v u t i l i z e d  to join with private industry and with 

5 the other depots. Let's get this stockpile of 
6  unwanted ammunition out of waste. 
7 We also have the single source only 
8 buildng and facility for the depleted uranium 
9 rounds of ammunition, and it's a one-of-a-kind 

i O  facility. Right now there are 66,700 rounds of 
I I depleted uranium ammunition that is scheduled for 
i 2 Demilitarization; however, the facility remains 
i 3 closed. Why? I can't give you an answer, but it, 
14 too, should be an active producer and an active 
15 member of the total demil effort. 
16 The facilities for explosive 
17 storage at Savanna are in total compliance with 
18 the Department of Defense's explosive safety 
19 standards and have been maintained in excellent 
20 structural condition. 
2 I Savanna has been misnomered as 
22 having a poor capability to respond to national 
27 emergencies. We have documentation to prove that 

1 their response to requisitions. 
2 The engineering design of the 
3 Savanna Army Depot, which is served at the 
4 magazine by both rail and road, contributes to 
5 this ability to respond. 
6 Savanna Army Depot also is the 
7 tenant or has a major tenant, the Savanna U.S. 
8 Army Defense Ammunition Center and School. 
9 The facilities at Savanna provide 

I l o  an environmental ammunition backup and now use of 
1 I 1 the ax is not an element for closure but it is for 
12 relocation. We'll give you backup information to 
13 show you the facilities that are utilized at 

,14  Savanna therein that it has a campus-like 
I 5 atmosphere for the school. Everything is 

1 6  state-of-the-art facilities. The engineering and 
,17 pilot model shop is in excellent condition, and I 
' 18 would just like to point out -- I'm going to skip 
19 on now because my time is getting away from me. 

- I'd just like to -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Ehringer, you have three 

23 time you are going to allot to Ms. Stott. 
MR. EHRINGER: A few minutes, sir. 
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t is the number one depot in the United States in 
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- 
We would like to first say that 

there's no access ammunition storage space in the 
national stockpile, that dernil stock continues to 
grow faster and demilitarization is accomplished. 
Retention of use of the access to Savanna will 
save $5 7 billion. 

'The Army has substantially 
underestimated the cost of moving ammunition from 
Savannst to relocation to the use of McAlester, and 
the tiering concept for ammunition should be 
abolished. The decision to close the Savanna Army 
Depot al~tl relocate use of that should be reversed. 

I thank you, sir. 
CHAIRh4AN DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Ehringer. 

Ms. Stott, we are going to allow 
you five minutes. We have a little extra time. 

Will the timer please allot 
Ms. Stott five minutes. 

Ms. Stott? 
MS. STOTT: Thank you. I appreciate that. 

PKESENTATION 
BY 

MS. STOTT: 

24 Chairman Dixon, Mr. Kling and 
-- 
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Commissioners, we have no doubt that closing the 
Savanna . \my Depot and moving of USADCS, a very 
valuable and definitely military valuable asset, 
will have a very negative effect upon our area. 

I have a few visuals, particularly 
I'd like to show you exactly where the Savanna 
Army Depot is located on the handouts that were 
being passed around today. We are not there 
(indicating! We are up in the northern corner of 
the county of the state. Those two counties, Jo 
Daviess and Carroll counties, (indicating) will be 
negatively ~mpacted. And I'd just like to show 
you in these visuals something of the economic 
factors that already impacts these areas. The 
closure of ttle depot would be superimposed on top 
of these characteristics. 

So, first, directly three hours 
west of us - - we are in a very rural setting and 
ow populat~on has been going down. The census 
shows that our county lost I 1  percent, Jo Daviess 
County lost 7 percent in the last census. Also, 
we have nclt a great diversity in our economic 
base. We tkpend a lot on agriculture and we all 
know the sitate of agriculture these days. 
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I Also, we are an aging -- we have an 
2 aging population. Nearly 20 percent of our 
3 population is aging and no long& in the work 
4 force. We also have a 20 percent poverty rate in 
s Carroll County at this point before any kind of 

Page 5 1 
I And the final thing that we are 
2 going to have time to look at is the loss in tax 
3 revenue to the State of Illinois. There will be 
4 over a million dollars in tax revenue loss, of 
5 course, in sales tax and income tax. The local 

7 So our premise is that closure in a 
8 setting that is nual and remote like this will 
9 have a much different impact than a closure of the 

l o  same kind of facility in urban or suburban areas. 

( 6 closure is being proposed. 
7 property tax and sales tax. 
8 We are -- we wouldn't have any 
9 local presence without mentioning our schools. 

10 Every place that you will visit will have this to 

( 6 economy will lose approximately $1 million in 

13 Studies to help us determine the exact impact on And then we think there's one 
1 4  our area to help us do our home work, and these 1 factor that perhaps you haven't figured into, the 

We went to Nortkm Illinois I :: University where the Center for Governmental 

1 1  s were some of the conclusions that we drew, that ( I 5 return on investment. lf USDACS is, in fact, 

11 say to you, I'm sure, that our schools will lose 
12 7 percent of their enrollment. 

I 6 there will be a negative impact on four specific 
17 areas: the employment, the personal income, the 
la  retail activity and the tax revenue. I'd like to 
19 talk about each specifically and just highlight 
20 the important points. 

16 relocated to McAlester, you will probably incur 
17 about $14 million in cost to purchase the homes of 
I 8 the USDACS personnel that do relocate provided 
19 that that percent to relocate that was predicted 
20 In the COBRA data and that will be superimposed on 

123 potentially increase our unemployment rate by 2.8 123 So it's not highly predicted that 

As far as jobs go, we'll lose 624 1 jobs, 400 from the base, 224 spin-offs. That will 
21 t . 1 ~  loss of value that we already see in our land 
22 and our buildings. There's already a trend. 

I I percent -- 10.6 percent, which would be one of the I I to put government investment into shoring up the 

'CS 

2 highest unemployment rates in the entire State of 
3 Illinois. 
4 Another thing that I would like to 

2 cost for the use of USDACS people that are moving. 
3 I think USDACS people are a very 
4 valuable asset to the military. That has not been 

24 percent, putting our unemployment rate at 6 1 0.6 
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24 we are going to resell these homes without having 
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5 highlight about the wages, we know that 
6 approximately $1 7 million in wages will be removed 

5 questioned. You know, USDACS is scheduled to 
6 move. 

I 7 from our economy should the base close and move to 
8 McAlester, Oklahoma. 

1 1  one-of-a-kind facility in the world pays much 
12 higher wages than people in the military. 
13 So the kind of wages that are 

7 I know we have seen data that 
8 one-third of the personnel that have retired from 

The highly-skilled and 
I highly-trained people at USDACS at .is 

11 about, the culture of those people that work 
12 together. 
13  So we really encourage BRAC to 

9 USDACS have retired back in our area. There's a 
10 certain culture that people have spoken to us 

116 private payroll in our two counties, and as far as 116 economic condition that we live in and to the 

14 disappearing from our economy are more in the top 
I s level, and they represent 10 percent of the total 

14 consider other alternative solutions to this 
1 5  problem that would be more specific to the 

19 of Savanna's closing and use of the USDACS 

20 relocating, not that these two concepts have to be 
21 tiedtogether,and8.4millionfromother 
22 businesses, the spin-off effect. The retail will 

17 other economic activity, we know that we would use 
18 345.5 million in sales, 27.1 million as a result 

23 lose approximately 2 million, and service 
24 industries approximately 2 million. 

17 training of our labor force. Please consider 
18 alternatives possibly. Thank you. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Ms. Stott, and 
20 thank you for bringing State Representative Ronald 
21 1,awfer here. He's in attendance in the audience 
22 ilnd representing Savanna. We appreciate his 1;; coming. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, we appreciate 
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1 your fine outstanding presentations by all of you, 

5 will be appropriately reproduced in the record. We are here, of course, to address 
6 Thank you very much. 1 the future of the United States Army installations 

Page 55 
I delegation regarding the Charles Melvin Price 

r you have any other information you care to put 
1n the record, please contact our staff and it 

7 State of Missouri is allotted 60 
Y minutes. 
Y (A brief pause.) 

3 support~ve of their efforts to keep that facility 
4 open. 

7 in Missouri, and so first I would like to have a 
8 few important words, and I'll kind of make them a 
9 few, about Fort Leonard Wood. 

.O Ladies and Gentlemen, we are I1o Fort Leonard Wood, as you know, is I 
I pleased to have the distinguished representation I I I a state-of-the-art facility set the standard truly I 

!6  are going to proceed. These distinguished people 116 such as the Army's chemical decontamination I 

;2 from Missouri, including Governor Me1 Carnahan and 
13 the distinguished Mayor of St. Louis, Mayor 
14 Freeman Bosley, Jr. 
15 If you will please be seated, we 

12 for training engineers and not only for the Army 
13 but for the whole Department of Defense, and that 
14 facility, Fort Leonard Wood, has the facilities 
15 and the resources to support additional missions, 

20 governor of the State of Missouri, Me1 Carnahan, 
31 for four minutes. 
32 Governor Carnahan? 

!7 are entitled to your attention. 
i 8 The State of Missouri. The 
:9 Commission is pleased to greet the distinguished 

20 Department of National Resources announced the 
21 issuance of two permits and released a third 
22 preliminary permit for public comment. 

17 training Facility that's under consideration. 
18 Yesterday -- and this is the news 
19 that I want to present to you -- the Missouri 

33 123 You may notice that this is I 

4 Senator Dixon, Commissioners, we very 
5 much appreciate your granting us this time to -- 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXoN: GOVernOr -- please stop the 
7 clock. We'll start over. I humbly apologiz. 
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1 PRESENTATION 
2 BY 

3 GOVERNOR CARNAHAN: 
4 largely due to the new pollution prevention 
5 activities undertaken by the Department of Defense 
6 over the last two years. 
7 Every step is being taken to 

24 probably ahead of any schedule that anyone would 
-. 
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1 have expected. I'm also advised by tbe director 
2 of the Department of Natural Resources that no 
3 hazardous waste permit is required, and this is 

8 It's hard for me to remember that I have to swear 1 8 protect the environment but also to insure that I 
9 you all in. I hope you'll take no exception, and 

10 would you please raise your -- stand and raise 
1 I your right hands, all of you. 
1 2  (Witnesses sworn.) 
13 Thank you, Gentlemen. That's 
14 required by federal statute. 

9 the mission transfer contemplated is successful. 
10 Fort Leonard Wood has served as a 
11 vital assel to our company's military for over 50 
12 years. Wc are going to do all we can in our power 
13 to see that we serve for many more. 
14 Now I would like to turn our 

IS Governor Carnahan, we are pleased I I S  attention to the principal reason we are here I 
16 to have you here, sir. Please proceed. I 
17 apologize for the interruption. 

/ I8 GOVERNOR CARNAHAN: I want to thank you for 

16 today and that is to address the proposed closure 
17 of the Aviation and Troop Command, ATCOM, in 
18 St. Louis. 

19 providing us with this time to present our case. 
I want to thank the Commissioners and the staff 
or their attention during the site visits both at 

Fort Leonard Wood and at the Aviation and Troop 
23 Command. 

19 Fust, as governor, as you would 
20 expect, I have made economic development the top 
21 priority, and I'm working in cooperation with many 
22 of the same people that are appearing here today 
23 both to create jobs and new businesses and 

24 Earlier you heard from the Illinois 24 certainly nxommend to the retention, and, we I 
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To put this in perspective, ATCOM 

is a $2 billion industry in Missouri, and so, 
therefore, of course, closing would be tragic. 

I would remind you that Missouri 
and the St. Louis area, in particular, has taken, 
we believe, more than its share of the burden of 
defense cuts. 

'When ATC~M was created, as a result 
of the 1991 base realignment, 500 jobs were lost 
at that time, and cutbacks in the defense 

BASE CLOSURE ~ o n d e n s e ~ t ~  

13 contracts have caused the loss of thousands of 
14 jobs at McDonnell Douglas in St. Louis. So we 
15 cannot afford to lose ATCOM because too much has 
I 6 already been invested, both financially and 
17 socially, but, furthermore, ATCOM will not only 

- 
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I certainly do not want to see the thousand of jobs 
2 leave that would be involved. 

18 hurt -- the closing would hurt Missouri's economy, 
19 and this is the part that I think we can address 
20 to you, it wouldn't be in the best interest of the 
21 military and the best interest of the American 

-. 
page 

I So we do appreciate your consideration. 
2 I would like to present, if I may, 

1:: taxpayers. 
The fact is that from aviation 

Mr. Chairman, the Mayor of the City of St. Louis, 
Mayor Freeman Bosley, Jr. He's an energetic and 
effective mayor for our City of St. Louis and he 
leads an impressive bipartisan coalition of 
business, labor, public officials and members of 
the public, and I believe that you will be 
impressed both by him and with the very solid 
analytical case that we can put before you 
supporting our case to continue keeping ATCOM in 
St. Louis. Thank you very much. 

13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
14  Governor. And the Commission, of course, is 
1s delighted to welcome the distinguished Mayor of 
16 St. Louis, Mayor Freeman Bosley, Jr. 
17 PRESENTATION 

18 BY 

19 MAYOR BOSLEY: 

20 Thank you. Thank you very much, 
21 Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Members of the 
22 Commission. I like to thank you for the 
23 opportunity to address you today. I would also 

24 services to food, water and clothing, ATCOM 24 like to thank the Commissioners for undertaking 
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1 affects every soldier in the Army every day, and 
2 the time lost dismantling, relocating and 
3 rebuilding ATCOM, is an unnecessary risk and could 
4 have an adverse effect on our readiness, but the 
5 question that we can, I believe, answer for you 
6 that you're asking -- you should ask is does the 
7 taxpayer save money by the proposal. 
8 Since no one is discussing the 
9 elimination of service that ATCOM provides, we are 

10  forced to compare the cost of the savings of 
1 1  relocating ATCOM to another facility. One of our 
12 findings demonstrate that moving ATCOM would cost 
13 the American taxpayer literally tens of millions 
14 of dollars. 
1s Now here with me today are leaders 

- 
1 such a difficult and enormous task. Your service 
2 is definitely to be commended. 
3 I bring you greetings on behalf of 
4 .the over 2 million people in the St. Louis, 
s metropolitan area, and I'd also like at this time 
6 110 recognize over 200 ATCOM employees who have 
7 taken vacation time to get on a bus at 4 o'clock 
8 in the morning to be with us here in Chicago. 
9 (Applause.) 

10 I fir&$ believe that ATCOM should 
1 1 k removed from the closure list. Other members 
12 of the St. Louis Defense Taste Force will give a 

113 f,ar greater detail on our reasons why, but i just 
114 wiint to share some brief observations with you 
(15 this morning. 

I 16 and experts who are going to present the details I'm sure you know of St. Louis' 
17 of our case. They'll show you, I believe, 1 significant history relative to the aviation 
18 conclusively why the Army's recommendation is 
19 wrong and should be changed by the action of this 
20 Commission. 
2 1 We have a strong tradition in 
22 Missouri of supporting the military and being a 
23 part of the military installations and 

'18 intiustry dating back as far as Mr. Charles 
19 Lindberg. That presence is underscored by 
20 McDonnell Douglas, a world class leader in the 
21 aviation industry, who is headquartered in 
22 St. Louis. 
23 We have a business base and skilled 

124 enterprises. We certainly want to continue that. 124 personnel essential to the industry. ATCOM, in 
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I our view, is efficient because of the support from 
z the local aviation industry. The ability to draw 

u local expertise is critical to ATCOM'S 

-rations. Moving would destroy that 
S relationship. 
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I Fleming, the President and CEO of Regional 
2 Commerce and Growth Association of St. Louis. 
3 PRESENTATION 

4 BY 
5 MR. FLEMING: 

6 Closing ATCOM would have a 
7 devastating impact on a reasonable economy, which 
8 contributes almost $2 billion to the St. Louis, 
9 Missouri metropolitan region. Not only would 

6 Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I'm 
7 delighted. I think I'll take advantage of the 
8 podium. Thank you, Mayor Bosley, Chairman Dixon, 
9 Commissioners. Thank you for providing this 

i O  closure have a serious financial impact, but the 
I I impact on the work force would be tremendous. 
12 Ninety-five percent of ATCOM's 

1 0  opportunity for us to address the Commission on 
1 1  behalf of the employees of the Army's Aviation and 
12 Troop C:omrnand, ATCOM, the Program Executive 

13 employees are civilians, and the impact is even 
14 more detrimental to employees, which constitute 30 

I 20 ATCOM employees are some of the 
! 
121 most highly-trained and most well-educated 
i 
2 2  individuals. The opportunity for professional 
13 advancement is excellent. 

13 Office, and PPO, and the Systems Integration 
14 Management Activity, SIMA, as well as the citizens I 

15 percent of the work force, and to women, who 
16 constitute 47 percent of the work force. Taken 
17 together, minorities and women make up 58 percent 
18 of the employee base at ATCOM. studies have shown 
19 most of these employees would not relocate. 

20 you. We are confident, however, that your 
21 deliberations will be fair and objective, and that 
22 is why uz are here today. 
23 k t  me introduce Colonel Philip 

15 of the greater St. Louis region in tandem with our 
16 Illinois colleagues regarding the Illinois Price 
17 Center. 
18 We appreciate the efforts of your 
19 Commission and the difficult task that lies before 

The Army is one of the institutions 
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1 in this country that has strong -- that has a 

6 As mayor of a city, there would be 
7 a tremendous impact by closure. I urge you to 
8 reject the Army's recommendation. 
9 As a person whose mother was able 

24 Hoge, who's joining our delegation and will be 
- 
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I available to respond with the rest of our 

2 strong record of improving career opportunities 
3 for African Americans and women, especially in 
4 urban areas. ATCOM'S move would certainly destroy 
5 those opportunities. 

6 service. His experience includes troop command, 
7 research, ldevelopment and acquisition assignments 
8 and as inspector general of the Army Corp. of 
9 Engineers. 

2 delegation to any questions you may have. 
3 Colonel Hoge is the director of the 
4 St. Louis Defense Task Force. He's been retired 
5 from the .Army since 1985, after 3 1 years of 

I I3 aspects of remaining in the St. Louis community. 
j 14 AS a father who sympathizes with the families 
i 
115 impacted by your actions, I urge you to think 
I ' 16 about the people who are affected by your 

, lo to put food on our table and pay our mortgage, she 
I I received over 25 years of support from ATCOM. 
12 I urge you to consider the positive 

(17 decision. 
'18 I'd like to thank you for the 

10 Also, at the table is an expert 
1 1  witness on the real estate aspects of this 
12 proposal, 'Thomas L. Walker, from the GSA, who I I 
I 3 will introcluce to you in a few moments. 
14 M r .  Chairman, our team intends to 
15 prove to yo11 and your fellow Commissioners, beyond 
16 a shadow of a doubt, that the Army's 
17 recommendation to disassemble ATCOM is 
18 fundamentally flawed, that their cost and savings I 

j 19 opportunity to present ourselves this morning, and 119 figures are totally unsupportable and that this I 
at this time like to introduce Mr. Richard 
?I=leming, who's a chairman of the St. Louis Defense 

lrr, ask Force. 
23 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much 
24 Mr. Mayor. We are delighted to have Richard C. 

20 recornmenciation should be rejected on its face. 
21 We'll begin with a brief overview 
22 of the Army's recommendation to your Commission 
23 regarding ATCOM, then discuss our analysis of the 
24 recornrnenclation. We'll review the negative impact 
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I this recommendation will have on the readiness of 
2 the aviation fleet and the devastating impact it 

I s several alternatives that we believe the I 5 the military value analysis was simply not done. I 

- 
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1 as you know, eight specific criteria and 
2 instructed each service to give priority 

3 will have on the work force. 

.I I 4  Finally, we will conclude with 

6 Commission should seriously consider in its 
7 deliberations. 
8 The Army is recommending that ATCOM 

3 consideration to the first four for evaluating 
4 military value. When it came to ATCOM and SIMA, 1 
6 This chart is from the Army's own 
7 management control plan. It describes its 
8 analytical process (indicating). 

1 9 be disassembled, that the facility be vacated and I 9 As you can see, the military value I 
I l o  its various missions and functions be moved to 110 analysis plans were applied at this phase being I I :: sites indicated. 

Approximately 1 SO jobs are 
I I pointed to of the deliberations (indicating). It 
12 is not until a later phase that leased facilities 

13 proposed to be transferred to Natick, Monmouth and 13 were even incorporated into the process. 
14 Detroit, with the preponderance of jobs, 2400, I As you can see, leased facilities 

115 being proposed to be relocated to Huntsville ( 15 were not considered until well after the military I 
1 6 associated with ATCOM  viat ti on functions. 16 value criteria were applied. 1 1 7  This is our conclusion regarding / 17 Through Congressman Gebhardt, we 
18 the Army's recommendation. We intend to prove it 
19 to you here today. We urge the Commission reject 
20 the Army's recommendation for nine specific 

18 brought this legal issue to the Commission's 
19 attention. Questions were asked of the Army at 
20 your March 7, 1995 hearing in Washington, D.C. 

21 reasons: (1) military value analysis, which is 
22 required by the law, is simply not performed for 
23 this command; (2) the Army's recommendation 

4 evaluated ATCOM as if it were housed on 
5 privately-owned property, not govenmt-owned 
6 property; (6) without question, the Army's 
7 recommendation will have a severe negative impact 
8 on aviation readiness; (7) it is going to result 
9 in the decimation of a highly-trained worked 

21 1Iere are three excerpts from the written 
22 response: 
23 First they said a thorough analysis 

24 contradicts its own stationing strategy; (3) and 
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I (4) its financial figures are wrong understating 
2 costs, overstating savings; (5) its 
3 recommendation -- in its recommendation, the Army 

10 force; (8) in our discussion with the financial 
1 1  data, we'll show you that the Army did not 
12  evaluate SIMA or the other government activities 
13 that are associated with the St. Louis federal 

24 of all leased facilities was performed, then they 
-. 
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I stated leased facilities, in general, have low 
2 military value. Finally, they said the Army's 
3 leaders considered the military value of ATCOM in 

I 4 its deliberations. We see no evidence to support 
5 that statement. 
6 For the Commission's consideration, 
7 we offer a sample of four installation charts 
8 presented to the Secretary of the Army for his 
9 final closure decision. 

10 As you can see, each chart has a 
I I military value assessment box used for 
12 (deliberations, except for one, ATCOM. r his was 
I 3 rile case where all 15 leased facilities that were 

14 center, and (9) and, finally, there are other 1 ;; (:valuated by the Army. 
15 alternatives, which would truly achieve With that, what are we to conclude 
16 significant savings without generating increased 
17 cost that we believe should be considered by this 
18 Commission before making any final decision. 

16 ahout the fair application of military value 
17 alnalysis to ATCOM? 

18 The Army's own data and their 

21 realignment recommendations on the basis of the 21 evaluate ATCOM'S SIMA military value. 
22 four structured plan and final criteria for all In sum, the Army did not treat 

The Base Closure Law clearly states 1:: that UE Defense Department is to make closure of 

23 installations, including leased facilities. 
24 The Defense Department identified, 

19 responses to this Commission leave little doubt 
20 that it deviated from the criteria and did not 

23 PLTCOM or SIMA fairly and equally as clearly 
24 riequired by the law. 
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! - It should be noted here, 
- Mr. Chairman, that the Army was the only service 

J"  take this approach. Both the Navy and the Air 
Force performed military value analysis of each of 

r t k i r  leased facilities. 
' 7 Next I'd like to focus on the 
; - Army's stationing strategy. The Army's 
' 1 recommendation to relocate ATCOM's functions not 

? only contradicts this strategy but actually 
' : decreases efficiency. Redstone Arsenal, where the 
. a\iation division is proposed to be relocated, 

2 does not currently perform any aviation-related 
'3 functions, including R and D procurement or 
2 logistics activity, and, on the other hand, the 
-3 Army can better achieve its own stationing 
i strategy in St. Louis, which is a world center for 
.- tfie military and civilian aviation industry. 

3 Numerous businesses that supported 
9 this industry have located in the 2.5 million 

.,I population St. Louis metro area and are today 
::I providing ATCOM, without standing, products and 

' -. Moving ATCOM's aviation function to 
one would terminate the efficiency that has 

Page 
: been developed and decimate the economic 
: relationship currently enjoyed between the Army, 
: aviation activities and their suppliers. 
1 Beyond Redstone, the Army's 
5 recommendation to create the national inventory 
i control point at Natick, Massachusetts, also 
- violates the DOD policy. 
3 Continuing with the issue of 
3 efficiency, in 1993 the Army reported ATCOM to be 
. I one of the most efficient commodity-oriented 
. : installations ranking higher than three of the 
: four proposed installations for current 

- 3  relocation. 
- 4  As this chart shows, the facility 
-5 cost per employee is over six times greater at 

5 Redstone and 17 times greater at Natick than it is - 
at ATCOM, 1 800 per person at ATCOM, $1 1,000 in 

- 3  Redstone, $32,000 at Natick. I will come back to 
:> this issue a bit later. 
. - Criterion one, the military value 

dressed is of readiness. If history is any 
indication of future conflicts, aviation is the 

3 first asset deployed in time of crises. In the 
:J Persian Gulf it was the Army Apache helicopter -- 1" 

excuse me -- which fired the first shot beginning 
our offensive operation. 

ATCOM was instrumental in insuring 
that aviation assets were properly prepared to 
perforrn their wartime mission. 

We have extensively researched the 
impact this recommendation would have on aviation 
readiness. We can report to this Commission today, 
withoui hesitation, there will be a severe 
degradz~t~on in operational readiness as a result 
of this  commendation. 

As this chart indicates, a drop of 
20 peroznt in operational readiness is projected, 
flight safety response time would increase by a 
hundred percent, and the time required to 
replenish spare parts would increase by at least 
12 months. These figures would be compounded by 
the loss of the highly-trained St. Louis work 
force. 

On the conservative side of this 
issue, it has been estimated that it would take 
longer than five years to recover if this 
recommendation were to be implemented. 

Can we afford a five-year risk for 
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those commanders responsible for our national 
defense? , 

L R ~  me briefly expand on what Mayor 
Bosley nlentioned on the work force. They are well 
educated., stable work force with deep roots in the 
St. Louis community; 30 percent are minority, 47 
percent arc women. 

'The area is cost-effective with 
regard to salaries, and in that ATCOM salaries are 
99,000 below the average figure even used in the 
COBRA model; firthemore, the St. Louis Defense 
Adjustment Proj,ect recently completed a study of 
McDonne ll Douglas' reorganization and concluded 
that more than 50 percent of those affected did 
not move from St. Louis, even though they had 
specific joI>s at a relocated site. The Army can 
expect a similar response to the proposed ATCOM 

move. 
I present this slide to document 

the point that the personnel reduction number 
suggested by the Army will result in a 
significantly negative impact on readiness, which 
the army has failed to realize. 

This chart depicts the Aviation and 
C I -. I 
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1 Troop Command. Its current strength is 3,268 
2 employees, primarily civilian, 2,672 personnel 
3 work in these four centers, which is essential to 
r fulfilling the assigned missions of command. 
5 The personnel and their mission in 
6 the Artic and Wishop (phonetic) Systems have been 
7 told they'll be transferred in tact. The other 
8 two are waiting notification. 
9 There are another 596, as you can 

l o  see here in the slide (indicating), personnel 
1 1  assigned to the support side of COBRA.  he Army 
12 states that a total of 1,022 positions will be 
13 eliminated when this relocation is effected. 
14 So if all 596 support spaces could 
15 be eliminated, that would leave 426 spaces that 
16 would have to be cut from the very muscle from 
17 this organization. 
18 It's highly doubtful that the 
I 9 mission requirements could be performed and 
20 gaining command without additional full-time 
21 highers and/or substantial contracting out to meet 
22 that mission. 
23 Our conclusion, Mr. Chairman, is no 
24 value added from this move; second, implementing 
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I this recommendation is going to decimate a 
2 highl~efficient work force, and, finally, with 
3 the loss of mission-essential personnel, 
4 operational readiness will be negatively impacted. 
5 In summary, Mr. Chairman, we 
6 believe the Army made its recommendation to move 
7 ATCOM and SIMA not on the basis of military value 
8 or their own stationing strategy -- excuse me -- 
9 but solely on the basis of its projected cost and 

10  savings analysis, criterion five, which we'll now 
1 1 show you is itself fundamentally flawed 
12 (indicating). 
13 Let's focus now on the specifics of 
14 that criteria, return on investment (indicating). 
15 In 1993 the Army in its report to the Base Closure 
16 and Realignment Commission stated, and I quote, 
17 "The high relocation costs make reassignment of 
I8 closure of ATCOM impractical and prohibitively 
19 expensive." Close quote. 
20 Commissioners, I ask you what has 
21 changed in the last 24 months to make the moving 
22 of ATCOM impracticable or cost-effective? The 
23 answer: Nothing. One would think that the Army 
24 should have a significant burden of proof to tell 

I us what has changed. 
2 Next, there are the financial 
3 figures reported by the Army to the Commission. 
4 The Army states that its one-time cost to 
5 reallocate the command would be $146 million and 
6 another $3.5 million per year to support the move 
7 at the gaining (phonetic) higher cost 
8 installations. In addition, it claims to save $46 
9 million annually and achieve a return on 

1 0  investments in three years. 
1 1  Let's look at the real numbers. It 
12 is difficult to understand why in the name of cost 
13 savings the Army would make a recommendation that 
14 actually increases annual operating costs, but 
15 they have. 
16 The Army reports that the transfer 
17 of ATCOM's functions would actually increase total 
18 base operation support costs by $3.5 per year. 
19 'This increase in cost comes despite the supposed 
20 reduction in manpower by 1,022 spaces. 
21 Further, in our review of COBRA 

22 data, we uncovered four additional critical costs 
23 that the Anny failed to include. 
24 These are construction costs for 

-. 
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1 relocating SIMA, its automated data processing 
2 center estimated to be at least $8.1, another $2.5 
3 million to move their ATP equipment, additional 
4 construction costs of $21.8 if the Army is to 
5 atlhere to the March 8, 1995 Army directive to 
6 terminate the private leases in Huntsville and 
7 imove those tenants on to the installation itself, 
8 which I will submit, for the record, $10 million 
9 t o  relocate the five orphan tenants, as we refer 

l o  lo them, that remain at the St. Louis center if 
1 1 ATCOM leaves. 
12 Aggregating these four unreported 
13 casts, the Arm's claim of 146 million of one-time 
14 cost is understated by $42 million. 
15 This line (indicating) expanded on 
16 tlk point regarding the remaining tenants at the 
17 fi~deral center. 
18 As GSA will point out in their 
19 tc:stimony, once ATCOM moves, the federal center 
20 w i l l  have to be closed and the remaining tenants 
21 relocated. Without question, they will be moved 
22 to higher cost privately-owned facilities. 
23 Conservatively, this will cost an 
24 additional $3 million per year to the U.S. 



Condense~t TM -. BASE CLOSURE 
Page 77 ( Page 79 1 

, . taxpayer, an expense the Army did not even 1 1 note that in its deliberations the Army addressed 1 
- consider in its calculations. 

Now concerning savings, the Army 
-based all of its supposed savings figures on the 

5 elimination of 1,022 personnel spaces. Those 
j savings are reported to be $47 million per year. - In our actual analysis, however, of the COBRA 

3 data, we found that the Army's baseline was 

2 all these leases as if they were priva&ly-owned 
3 property and concluded that it would be 
4 operationally sound to relocate from leased space 
5 to govemment-owned facilities. 
6 Again, in a brief response, the 
7 Army stated that restructuring ATCOM provides a 
8 sound opportunity to relocate from leased space to 

overstated and not reconciled prior to submission. ( 9 govemmmt-owned space. I 
Based on the four structure plan 

that ATCOM is presently implementing, we found 
that they have already reduced dollars by 178 
personnel since the data calls were made. In 
addition, they plan to eliminate another 236 
spaces for a total of 4 14 by the time the ATCOM 

recommendation would be implemented. 
By ignoring this fact in the COBRA, 

the Army has actually overstated their personnel 
savings by at least $19 million annually. 
Operationally, we believe the Army also failed to 
use a reasonable percentage in the calculation of 
the number of support overhead personnel that 
would be transferred. 

! percent would be transferred; however, if a more 1 1  

The Army claimed that less than 10 w Page 78 

The flaw in this, however, is that 
this approach fails to look at property in terms 
of total financial impact on the U.S. taxpayer 
inspite of the GAO1s specific 1993 recommendation 
to the Congress and the Commission on this very 
subject in the Battle Creek, Michigan, BRAC 
decision. 

'The point I want to leave you 
with here is that ATCOM is located in a 
governlent-owned facility. If ATCOM is relocated 
onto a mlitary installation, the burden on the 
U.S. taxpayer will be even greater. 

'This chart (indicating) then 
summarizes the cost and the savings data just 
addressed. As you can see, if the true figures 

-. 
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were inslerted into the COBRA model, the return on 

24 

spaces that must remain behind to support 
activities that are unique to the St. Louis 
rq$on. If ATCOM relocates, these residual area 
support requirements will continue to exist. 

The Army also failed to include 
these in their data, consequently, overstating 
savings by another $2 million per year. 

Correcting for these personnel 

1 reasonable common standard of support personnel is 
used, 287 spaces would in-fact be transferred 

4 resulting in another $13 million of overstated 
5 savings. 
j Finally, there are 45 personnel 

present value perspective, net present value 
changes from a $453 million savings over 20 years 
to an actual loss of $91 million. 

In conclusion, this is hardly a 
justificati~on for the proposed move; however, we 
recognize that the Army and this Commission 
legitimately need to reduce costs. 

ilri analyzing the Army's 

2 investment is extended from the Army's claim of 
3 three years to 52 years. 
4 In addition, we had a financial 
5 analyst run the COBRA model with the correct 
6 numbers that I previously noted. From a net 

i:8 In just a moment you'll hear from 
1:s Mr. Tom Walker, who's an expert in the area of ' - -  government leases and who will provide the 

: 5 inaccuracies, the ATCOM relocation savings are 
:i overstated by a total of $34 million, or a 

i:; whopping 73 percent. 

ommission with specifics regarding the lease 
cost and savings associated with the ATCOM 

11=commendation. 
However, allow me just a moment to 

Page 77 - Page 80 

1s recornmentiation, we have, in fact, discovered 
16 several altcmatives that would produce greater 
17 savings for Army, as well as for the U.S. 
18 taxpayer. 
19 First, continue the downsizing 
20 currently underway at ATCOM. As stated earlier, 
21 the work force is &ady scheduled to be reduid 
22 by 414 personnel by 1998. That reduction would 
23 generate 48 percent of the anticipated savings 
24 without fcacing the Army to pay the $180 million 



lo  St. Louis Federal Center. Finally, a major consequence to our 
By the same token, don't destroy 1 national defense, Mr. Chairman, this 
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I 1 in unnecessary transfer costs. 
2 Second, the Army should vacate the 

-. 
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1 bottom line proves that the Army recommendation 
2 was made without a fair and equitable application 

12 the synergy that's taken decades to establish 
13 between ATCOM and numerous related businesses 
1s located in the St. Louis, Missouri metropolitan 

be moved to the St. Louis Federal Center. 
As Army data concludes, Natick is 

one of the least efficient commodity-oriented 
installations. In the I993 BRAC data, it was 
ranked at the bottom of the list, but, at the same 
time, Natick is the tenth most expensive facility, 

12 recommendation is going to have a grave impact on 
13 the operational readiness of the aviation fleet. 
14 It's going to create a huge loss of 

15 area 
16 If the Army wants to consolidate 
17 activities and reduce the number of installations 
18 in inventory, the entire Natick operation should 

3 expensive privately-owned leased facilities that 
4 the bases currently propose to receive ATCOM 

s facilities; third, relocate SIMA with the Young 
6 building in downtown St. Louis to the St. Louis 
7 Federal Center. That move would significantly 
8 lower the lease cost; four, create synergy by 
9 moving the aviation R & D function to the 

15 a highly-trained and skilled work force. As a 
16 result of this, Mr. Chairman, we urge this 
17 Commission to reject the army's recommendation on 
18 its face. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my 
presentation. At this point I would like to 

3 for the law itself. It represents a deviation 
4 from the Army's own stationing strategy; most 
5 importantly, the actual numbers don't add up, 
6 costs are understated by 29 percent, and total 
7 savings are overstated by 84 percent thereby 
8 pushing the return on investments well out past 
9 50 years. 

Page 82 
as I noted earlier, 17 times more costly than 
ATCOM, to operate. 

Commissioners, we are aware that no 
community wants its base closed and each comes to 
you questioning some aspect of the validity of the 
COBRA model in their particular case. 

We are especially sympathetic to 
your position. When it comes time for you to 
render your difficult decisions, however, in the 
case of ATCOM, the arguments against relocating 
the facility are overwhelming and we believe are 
rebuttable. 

There's not a single argument used 
by the Army to build their case that holds water. 
There may be an emotional or personal reason 
inside the Army leadership for relocating ATCOM, 
but using the BRAC process to accomplish this end 

introduce with the remaindering of my time Thomas 
Walker, Assistant Regional Administrator of the 
Public Building Services of the GSA. 
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17 

He's a professional engineer 
.- 
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possessing a master's in business administration, 
with extensive military facilities expertise and 
performed as deputy director for Facilities 
Management branch of the U.S. Marine Corp. in 
Washington, D.C., and the Facilities Maintenance 
Ikpartment in Penacola, Florida, and in the 
Philippines. He's a graduate of the Industrial 
College of the Armed Forces. 

Following his presentation, 
Governor Carnahan and I will be pleased to respond 
to any questions you may have, as would 
Mr. Walker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Fleming, we thank you 

for your very excellent presentation, and we are 
pleased and delighted to welcome Thomas Walker, 
ltre Assistant Regional Administrator of GSA. 

PRESENTATION 
11 8 is wrong and it doesn't make a good case. ( l a  BY I 
19 We are completely confident the 
20 facts we have presented lead to a single and 
21 irrefutable conclusion, namely, the recommendation 
22 to relocate ATCOM should be categorically 
23 rejected. 
24 The real bottom line, the real 

19 MR. WALKER: 

20 Good morning. We appreciate the 
21 cpportunity to appear before the Base Realignment 
22 and Closure Commission. First, let me explain why 
23 tlx General Services Administration is here today. 
24 While we work well with the 
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xecutive service for 22 years in career federal 
F - c e ,  I'm here with full knowledge and support 

l i of my headquarters. 
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3 over the next 10 years. 
4 GSA will focus on our area of 
5 expertise. We have isolated all relevant 
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Congress, the community and the Army, we are here - independently as GSA. A career member of the 
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I perspective. In fact, it will cost the gov 
2 over $140 million in increased facilities expenses 

j will result in lower cost and more efficient 
I 3 operation; however, we sincerely believe that the I : facilities cost is not the issue. 

Together with our staff, we have 
2 responsibility for over 14 million square feet in 
1 92 government-owned facilities and 300 private 

We recognize the A m y  has a legal 1 ' right to consolidate if they prove a given move 

1-1 sector lease locations in Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas 
1 and Missouri. 
'I 4300 Goodfellow, which houses 
.- A ~ M ,  is a first-class facility. It's been 

/ 1 praised by the public and private sector alike. 
I a In 1994, this facility won the 
!,I "Suburban Office Park of the Year" award from the 
II midwest region of the Building Owners and Managers 
z: Association. In that class it had to compete 
/? head-on with the best of the private sector. 

6 facilities costs in an honest and straightforward 
7 way. 
8 The rent my agency charges ATCOM 

9 for space at 4300 Goodfellow is $9.60 per square 
10 foot. Rents in other private and public sector 
I I sites in St. Louis range from $9 to $27 per square 
1 2  foot. 
1 3  Obviously, the ATCOM rate is at the 

low endl of the range. It's a bargain. But if 
defense is paying lower rates at lower locations 
in either G S A - O W ~ ~ ~  private sector-leased space or 
army-sector sites, then out $9.60 rate wouldn't be 
the best option. 

Defense is renting over a half 
million square feet from GSA in two private sector 
buildings just outside the base at Redstone. 
They're paying $15 per square foot. If the Army 
has to rent space in private sector buildings in 

I : management. We were the f i s t  government I s  Page 1 15 of the COBRA report, I 

wv A second award is the International 
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- Facilities Management ~ssociati'on Golden Circle 
: Award given to the Heartland Region of GSA in 
: 1994. It is only the fourth time since 1985 that 

/ honor has been given for excellence in facilities 

/ i organization ever to receive the award. I 6 numbers state that the facilities costs are higher I 

24 Natick, lvfassachusetts, the cost would be over $20 
-. 
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1 per square foot. In 1999 when a private sector 
2 lease is mewed, 500,000 square feet of space in 
3 Monrnouth, New Jersey, will go over for $20 per 
4 square foot. 

Goodfellow. We h a 4  come here today to talk about 
what we know and we know well, government 
facilities. 

I spent my career with the Naval 
F~i l i t i es  Engineer Command, United States Marine 
Corps, and GSA. I have developed an understanding 
of the costs and concerns related to government 
real estate assets. The Army's BRAC report and 
published communications have framed real estate 
costs as one of the issues driving the transfer of 
ATCOM from 4300 Goodiellow. 

We realize there are many issues 1 involved with the proposed move of ATCOM from 4300 
'k report lists facilities wsts 

at the relccation sites at $1 1 million a year. 
ATCOM pays $7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfellow. 
That is a I I C ~  increase of $3.4 million a year. 

I will pause to clarify two points 
raised regiuding these numbers. First, ATCOM'S 

annual rent is $1 0 million. The $7.6 million 
figure is arrived at by deducting 120,000 square 
feet for the Defense Mega Center and 120,000 feet 
for DFAS, neither of which would accompany them to 
Redstone. $7.6 million reflects the rent which 

7 at the proposed relocation site than they are in 
8 St. Louis. I 

! - 
Here's a message we want to convey 120 would be exclusive to the move. I 

his afternoon. 
The numbers in the COBRA model, and 

r additional cost elements not considered, simply do 
24 not support this move from a strictly facilities 

2 1 Stxond, the $1 1 million figure for 
22 facilities at the relocation site includes RPMA 
23 and BOS cclsts. I'm not certain it includes full 
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access to that information; however, GSA rent does 
include those expenses. 

The net increase of $3.4 million a 
year drives the 10 year total up by $34 million. 
These figures are straight from the COBRA report. 
On top of that, the COBRA report proposes spending 
$58,000,000 on MILCON at Redstone. 

In addition, those costs are even 
higher than they appear. You have to take into 
account that the St. Louis ATCOM annual facility 
cost is housing 1066 more people than Huntsville 
and doing it at 70 percent of the cost. Adjusting 
for the change in personnel and higher cost, the 
annual facility cost per person is $1,850 per 
person at Goodfellow and $3,594 per person at the 
main relocation site. 

There is a major cost element left 
out of the COBRA model. The cost for SIMA 

facilities was left off both sides of the 
equation. There were no savings listed for rent 
they are paying in St. Louis and no costs listed 
for facilities at the relocation site. SIMA is 
paying GSA $3 million per year for 148,000 square 

requires us to investigate both the private sector 
and other federal agencies for services where they 
are most cost-effective. GSA has provided quality 
product at the lowest cost available. It is not 
necessarily a bargain for the Army to own their 
own space. 

Some would say the solution would 
be to turn 4300 Goodfellow over to the Army. We 
have had discussions exploring such an action . 
Three reasons make it impractical. 

First, because of GSA's revolving 
accounts, the Army would have to transfer over $30 
.million to assume ownership of the complex. 

Second, there are other non-Defense 
tenants located at the facility. Traditionally, 
the Army's facilities structure and mission do not 
easily support other tenants. 

And, finally, GSA has provided a 
more cost-effective facilities program at 
(:ioodfellow than any other Army for GSA location of 
which I am aware. Their costs could actually 
increase if they were to assume ownership. We do 
not believe we would be doing Defense or the 

St. Louis. This would be the savings that they 
would -- if they were relocated. 

There are two alternatives to SIMA 

at the relocation site. One is to construct a new 
facility to house their administrative offices and 
high technology computer center. GSA has 
performed an engineering study based on SIMA~S 

current requirements. The price tax for MILCON at 
Redstone for a S~MA requirement is estimated to be 
$36 million. This amount does not include 
maintenance and operation expenses. 

The second alternative would 
require a private sector lease location. Based on 
SIMA'S c m t  mix of space, GSA estimates that 
the composite rent rate would be $29 per square 
foot in Huntsville. In St. Louis GSA is charging 
SIMA $19.95. Even at these rates, the private 
sector lease would likely be the most 
cost-effective alternative. Our totals will assume 
selection of this alternative. 

The Clinton Administration and the 
Congress have directed that all federal agencies 
strive to define ways to secure the lowest costs 
on behalf of the taxpayers. That challenge 

1, 
There is a continuing misconception 

which needs to be addressed. The reference to 
lease cost at 4300 Goodfellow is simply 
incorrect. This lease terminology is misleading 
(and inaccurate. This is not a leased facility. I 
repeat. This is not a leased facility. This is a 
government-owned complex. In terms of taxpayer 
interest, there are no differences between a GSA 

:&set and a DoD asset. 
The 1993 BRAC  omm mission previously 

 tidr dressed this issue in the Defense Logistics 
Agency case in Battle Creek, Michigan. They 
concluded that the costs to GSA and all government 
assets should be included for the true impact to 
be accurately assessed. 

In the case of Battle Creek, this 
f ~rther analysis supported retention of that 
facility. We believe 4300 Goodfellow is exactly 
dx: same situation. 

To really understand the physical 
implications of an ATCOM relocation, I would like 
you to see our exhibit of Goodfellow Center. This 
is a government complex comprised of six major 
buildings providing 1.4 million square feet of 

24 feet in the Robert A. Young building in downtown 24 taxpayers any favors by transferring ownership. 
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. rentable space (indicating). ATCOM, represented 
in red, is the anchor tenant. They encompass 

Page 95 
1 In addition, GSA provided space, an 
2 agency his -- 120-day cancellation rights. This is a 

early 80 percent of available space. Their 
'vwarture would devastate the financial viability 

- mitigate some of the operating expense, we cannot / 7 responsibility. No such opportunity exists if the I 

3 major advantage in decreasing staffing 
4 environments. A tenant simply notifies GSA of the I 

5 of the entire complex. The facility would cost 
5 more to operate than it brings in. While we could 

5 scope of their space reduction and after 120 days 
6 the cost of the space becomes GSA's I 

1 the vacant space with other tenants. As you can 
, see, massive vacancy presents a tall order. At 
-1 this time we don't see a viable large scale tenant 

5 completely offset the deficit. 
? Our second alternative is back fill 

I 10 Recause of these and other 
1 I consider,ations, 4300 Goodiellow offers value, 
12 quality and flexibility. 

8 DOD were to own their own buildings or rent from 
9 the private sector. 

- 5  capable of reversing the revenue versus expense I want to outline the facilities 
- 4  equation. Our asset managers would be left with 14 costs over a I 0-year window. The COBRA report 
r the common sense decision to move the remaining 115 indicates a $3.4 million increase in annual I 

3 We estimate it would cost the Next, GSA estimates the onetime 
.3 taxpayers a one-time expense of $1 0 million to 1 move alteration costs for the remaining tenants at I 
. i tenants and dispose of the complex. This impact 
.' was ignored by the COBRA report reports. 

:?I rclocate and prepare space for the five remaining 
::I Goodfellow tenants. We would like to remind the 
:2 BRAC commission that two of those five tenants are 
7 Defense entities with very expensive and very 

16 facility costs for ATCOM at the proposed sites. 
17 That's 34 million over ten years. 

20 $10 million. GSA estimates remaining tenants will 
21 face aggregate rent increases of 3 million per 
22 year. Th,at is $30 million over 10 years. 
23 'The ultimate result of the ATCOM 

lyu pecialized space requirements. be to abandon an award winning federal 

Page 94 Page 96 
I The rent value provided to the five 1 complex only the build a brand new one for $58 
2 remaining tenants is made possible by the I 2 million. I 
; economies of scale at the complex. The $9 per 
4 square foot bargain could not be duplicated again 
5 by the smaller requirements. Our analysis 
5 indicates the rent for Goodfellow orphans would 

increase by $3 million per year. 
3 Over the last 10 years, the 
9 government has invested nearly $1 50 million to 
. j modernize and mechanize this facility. The 
1 buildings and the site were custom fitted to 
- 2  ATCOM'S evolving missions. As I indicated the low 
: 3  rental rate does not indicate a cut-rate facility. 
: 4 We know that flexibility is 
: 5 critical to the mission of our defense clients. 
: 6  4300 Goodiellow and the associated area allows 
:7  unique flexibility to an anchor tenant. 
: 8 The six buildings and an additional 

I 't'lle SIMA move would result in a net 
4 facilities Increase of $1.3 million a year at the 
5 relocation site. That would be $13 million over 
6 ten years. 
7 If you add those numbers, you are 
8 left with the true lo-year impact of the ATCOM 

9 move frorn a facilities perspective. If this is 
1 0  about real estate, numbers clearly indicate that 
11 it's a greater taxpayer value for defense to 
12 remain in St. Louis. 
13 F'rom a strictly facilities 
14 perspective,, the relocation of SIMA and ATCOM will 
I 5 cost $145 nlillion over a ten year period. This, 
16 of course, is a higher number than that presented 
17 to Commi:ssioners Dixon and Kling in St. Louis on 
I 8 April I st. 'The additional cost reflects the 

I I I 
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:9  300 square feet of defense property at 4800 
Goodiellow can be configured for any changes to 

'!!F TCOM's requimmmts. The property at4800 
Goodiellow could be retrofitted and rented to the 

13 military at the same $9.60 rate they are paying 
24 here. 

19 inclusion ot SIMA in our analysis. 
20 4 300 Goodfellow is truly a 
21 government asset. The wst to operate and 
22 maintain tlus facility is a real bargain for 
23 ATCOM, as is SIMA space in the Robert A. Young 
24 building. 
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7 stand the scrutiny of this review. 
8 We thank you for your time and 
9 consideration. 

l o  CHAIRMAN DMON: Well, we thank you very much 
I I for that very fine presentation, Mr. Walker, and 

w 
5 the opportunity to verify data from all concerned 
6 parties. We are confident our calculations will 

7 DIRECTOR SHORR: My name is David Shorr. I'm 
8 Director of the Department of Natural Resources. 
9 My address is 200 Jefferson Street, Jefferson, 

10 Missouri. 
1 1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. 

5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: ~ n d ,  sir, would you 
6 state your name and address. 
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I We realize the Army may disagree 
2 with our figures. My staff and I have honestly 
3 tried to isolate the realistic facilities cost as 
4 best we can. Luckily, this Commission will have 

-. 
Page 

1 Resources. You may wish to swear him if that's 
2 part of your procedure. I think he could be much 
3 rnore precise than I. 
4 (Witness sworn.) 

12 on behalf of Commissioner Kling and myself who 
13 spent a Saturday afternoon with all of you in 
14 St.Louis. 
15 We thank you all for what, in 
16 effect, has been two very fine presentations. 

19 there very rarely are any questions from the 
20 Commissioners, because we all do the visitations, 
21 but I think General Robles may have some 

12 DIRECTOR SHORR: To answer your question, 
13 Mr. Commissioner, three permits are required by 
14 .the City of Missouri: A permit for air 
15 cmnstruction for the CDTF, which is the Chemical 
16 ]Decontamination Training Facility; a water pennit 

Now we have some time for a Q and 1 A. AS I indicated earlier to the Illinois group, 

22 questions, and I want to recognize the 
23 distinguished Commissioner, General Robles. 
24 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:   hank you, Mr. Chairman. 

17 for the base, and a permit for the smoke school, 
18 which is going -- which was issued as a PSD permit 
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I My question is directed to you, Governor 
2 Carnahan. You may have these numbers at your 
3 fingertips. 
4 As you know, one of the central 
5 issues in relocating the chemical defense training 
6 facility at Fort Leonard Wood are a lot has been 
7 said and written and speculated. You told us that 
8 two permits had been granted recently -- 
9 GOVERNOR CARNAHAN: That Is correct. 

10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: -- and one was just 
I 1 recently released. 
12 Could you just further clarify, 
13 first of all, are those the only three permits 
14 required to move that facility and operate that 
I 5 facility at Fort Leonard Wood and, secondly, what 
16 kind of permits? Are these construction permits? 
17 Operations permits? Are they about water or 

19 application to significantly deteriorate the air 
20 around the area of Fort Leonard Wood. So there's 
21 three permits required a hazardous waste permit is 
22 required for the --fourth thousand time. 
23 Okay. Any other questions? 
24 CHAIRMAN DMON: I thank the general for 
--. 

Page 1 
I pursuing this. 
2 You are all on notice, and 
3 incidentally, we do not prejudge what we will do 
4 ~11th respect to this conflict between the states 
5 and Missouri. That's still a question for us to 
6 n:solve at some future date, but we put you on 
7 notice that the State of Alabama has suggested 
8 that we'll not be able to be permitted adequate 
9 time. 

10 Our counsel is Madelyn Ceden 
I 1 (phonetic). As you know, I'll put all of you on 

1 2  nolice, put you all on notice that we would be 
13 reluctant to act should it come down to a decision 
14 th,at in your favor if we were of the opinion that 
15 had not been adequately permitted. You are aware 
16 of that? 
17 GOVERNOR CARNAHAN: Yes, we are. 

18 sewer, so that, for the record, we know exactly 
19 and get this permit issue on the table so there's 

20 cc~ncluded with the distinguished cabinet member? 
21 (No verbal response.) 
22 Commissioner Kling? 
23 C,:OMMISSIONER KLING: You stated -- I just 
24 want to understand. You are saying that the 

18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There's another question I 
19 klieve from Commissioner Wendi Steele. Have we 

1 
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20 no more speculation about whether the permits will 
21 or will not be granted and whether the permits can 
22 be accomplished in time to move the facility? 
23 GOVERNOR CARNAHAN: I like to be permitted to 
24 call the director of our Department of Natural 



~ondense~t  TM BASE CLOSURE 
Page 101 

I permits will be, one, it will be for the 
? construction and, two, for the operation or do we 

5 Law, a permit to construct under current law is 
6 all that's required under the CDTF.   hat permit 
7 was issued yesterday. 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Will allow after 
9 construction that will allow the operation? 

10  DIRECTOR SHORR: correct. 

1 discontirrued use of that mask filter. The 
2 military should be commended for it. All that 

ave to get something different? 
DIRECTOR SHORR: In Missouri, under Missouri 

5 C m I F !  DIXON: I thank you very much. 
6 Mr. Walker, would you be kind enough to yield the 
7 question from Commissioner Steele. 
8 C O ~ U S S I O N E R  STEELE: sir, I'm not sure if 
9 this will end up being common sense or a legal 

10 question at the end of it. 

3 means shouldn't be a last hazardous waste 
4 discharge. I 

/ 1 1 COMMISSIONER KLING: I do want to again I l l  When you were talking about the 1 
112 suggest Madelyn Ceden is now working in the back 112 lowest cost to the taxpayers -- I want to pursue I 
13 of the room. She was elsewhere on business for 
14 the Commission, but you do know that counsel for 
15 the Commission it's very imperative that we have a 

13 that a little bit -- is it possible for a GSA out 
14 of the Federal Property Act to access that 
15 facility, aillow the Department of Defense to take 

18 imperative with respect to a training question in 
19 the northern tier and your permit question that 
20 the procedural matters be adequately addressed. 

16 legal opinion from her? And we do not prejudge 
17 this. I'm anxious to make that clear. It's only 

18  so, if that is possible, getting rid of less or 
19 non-less n~.unber, depending upon how you look at 
20 that word? Where does that $30 million cost come 

16 over that facility, as the department is doing 
17 with other facilities to other agencies, and, if 

21 DIRECroR SHORR: chairman Dixon, my job is 
22 protecting the environment of the State of 
23 Missouri. My job is not to issue permits. If 

3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hope you haven't taken the 
4 opinion I suggested that you didn't. Thank you 
5 very much, sir. I don't want to get in trouble 
6 here. 
7 (Laughter.) 
8 Commissioner Cornella? 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I have a question. I 

21 in to the Army if they should take over that 
22 facility? 
23 MR. WALKER:  here's two possibilities in the 

here was a facility that could not do what 
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1 they're required to do, I have done my job, 
2 period. 

10  understand there may be some dispute over whether 
1 1  or not some masks constitute hazardous waste. 
12 Maybe you could help us there with this. 
1 3 DIRECTOR SHORR: Be glad to. 
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: ~f that's the case, 

24 Army operating the facility -- three ways of 

1 operating the facility: One is GSA to operate it 
2 and charge what we call "rent," in this case is 
3 being useti I guess against us. 
4 The second would be for us to 
5 delegate tlx: facility to the Department of 
6 Defense. 
7 We discussed that previously with 
8 ATCOM for years and they weren't interested. In 
9 fact, they were talking to us about operating 

10 price support prior to just getting on the BRAC 

1 1  list. We tl'lought we could operate it more 
12 efficiently than they could. 
13 The last -- the last issue is to 
14 transfer the property in total to the Department 

1 1  5 determine that they do, would the waste permit 115 of Defense:, and the way the procedure works at I 
1 6 then be required? 
17 DIRECTOR SHOW: ~ a s e d  upon the materials that 
18 we have received from the Department of Defense, 
19 the current mask that is being used, which 

contains achrornic acid component, which would 

16 present is they would have to pay us the value of 
17 the proper131 because the cost of the way the 
18 Property Pst works and the price is somewhere 
19 between 30. $40 million. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE:  gain, just sort of a 

L I 1 
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reate a chromium discharge from the incinerator 
would be a hazardous waste. 

Under the procedures that they have 
24 followed under pollution prevention they have 

21 common stmse question, and may end up with a legal 
22 answer, if the department can access property at 
23 other federal agencies below cost or at, in some 
24 cases, zero, would it not be logical at the end of 



'I I 3 not allow the department to also receive 
4 property? 
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1 5 MR. WALKER: ~ o t  in this particular case 
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1 the COBRA model to work out financial fees, and 
2 all of that good stuff! Would it make sense to 

6 because there are other defense entities in this 
7 complex. This is not a strictly defense complex. 
8 The Department of Agriculture's there, Department 
9 of Veteran Affairs, there's the Social Security 

10 Administration in this particular complex, other 
1 I than the Department of Defense. 
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I suppose the same 

- 
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1 writing from counsel, we'll then be free to make a 
2 judgment call. We thank you all. 

arpnent  d d  apply to those other agencies as 
well though? 

MR. WALKER: That's transferred to them. 
CoMMlsSIONER STEELE: That Veterans Affairs 

could receive that property at no cost as the 
department does? 

MR. WALKER: The Office of Management and 
Budget is taking a long-standing position if one 
federal agency transfers property to another 
federal agency that the federal agency receiving 
the property pay the fair market value for the 
property. That's the answer to your question. 
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Office of Management and Budget has 

2 a right in this particular case to supercede that, 
3 as does the United States Congress, if they so 
4 desk.  That's the way the procedure works. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So it's lowers the cost 
6 to the taxpayer, except as it affects that 
7 situation? 
8 MR. WALKER: We don't think it lowers the 
9 cost to the taxpayer for the military to operate 

10 it. We are operating it, basically cost $9.60 a 
1 1  square foot. 
12 I spent 16 years with the 
13 military. They can't operate the facility still 
14 any cheaper than we can. 
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: okay. Thank you very 

3 Now, Ladies and Gentlemen, we are 
4 now ready to begin a period set aside for public 
5 comment. Our intention is to try to insure that 
6 all opinions on the recommendations of the 
7 secretary affecting these states are heard. 
8 We have assigned them 30 minutes 
9 for this period. We ask persons wishing to speak 

10 to sign up before the hearing began and they have 
1 1  done so by now. 
12 We have also asked them to limit 

their comments to two minutes, and we'll ring a 
bell at the end of that time. Please stop when 
your two minutes are up. Written testimony of any 
length is welcome by the Commission at any time in 
this process. 

If all those signed up to speak 
would raise your right hands, I will now 
administer the oath. There should be Mayor John 
Rellcoff, Welsow Hagnauer, Melvin C. Wilmsmeyer, 
Franz Kraintz, Jerry Holt, Steve Haring, Ken 
Valant, and you are all here. 

Would you all raise your right 
-. 
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hands. 

2 (Witnesses sworn.) 
3 Mayor John Bellcoff? 
4 PRESENTATION 

5 BY 

6 MAYOR BELLCOFF: 
7 Good morning. My name is John 
8 Bellcoff and I'm the Mayor of the City of 
9 Madison. Thank you for the opportunity to address 

l o  ~k Commission on a recommendation to close the 
I I lMelvin Price Support Center. 
12 The Department of Defense's 
13 recommendation to close the housing located at the 
14 Melvin Price Support Center doesn't make sense. It 
15 tlt-resn't make sense in terms of dollars and it 

16 much. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank my distinguished 
1 8 colleague. Thank you, Commissioner Steele. 
19 That concludes the Missouri 
20 testimony. We appreciate very much your excellent 
21 presentation. I've been advised by counsel that, 
22 in fact, no federal permits are required and that 
23 Missouri has full authority, and so when Missouri 
24 has fully satisfied counsel, and we have that in 

16 cltesn't make sense in terms of military families. 
17 The recommendation is based on the 
18 Price Support Center's relationship with ATCOM. . 

19 Elight-three percent of the housing is not occupied 
20 by ATCOM, fiuthermore, there's a waiting list for 
21 housing at Price that would remain even if all 
22 ATCOM personnel were removed from the list. 
23 According to, the secretary of 
24 dcfense, housing is critical to maintaining the - 
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' - in recruitment and retention efforts. 
I hope you will retain the military 

%ing at Price. Thank you. 
I :  , CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank the 

r dksinguished mayor of Madison for his fine 
' - remarks. 

I I Welsow Hagnauer, the distinguished 

Condenseltm 

2 District in Granite City, independent, Illinois. 
3 We are Itxated next to the Melvin Price Support 
4 Center. 'Thank you for the opportunity. 
5 'The location of the Price Center is 
6 unique in the U.S. I know of no military 
7 installation with access to air, water, ground, 
8 pipeline and rail transportation centrally located 

r 

i 1 chairman of the County Board of Madison County. 1 in Americ:a. 
i 
I 1: PRESENTATION We truly are at America's 

-. 

I - -  BY 
CHAIRMAN HAGNAUER: 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to 

I 1 thank you for the opportunity to appear before 
2 your Commission, and I have a short statement I'd 

I like the Commission to note that I to read- 
; + the people of Madison County do not want the Price 
1 :I Center closed. General Griffith has described why 
121 the Department of Defense's recommendation was 
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I I crossroads, located just a few miles from the 
I 2 gateway to the west St. Louis. The strategic 
13 location and infrastructure of the port has been 
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1 readiness of the military. It is also a key factor 

14 recognized by our clients, ADIK, National Steel and 
15 others, who need products efficiently and 
16 economilcally transported via the Missouri River 
17 and ground and rail transportation, use our 
18 service. 
19 As a commissioner, with a major 
20 inland port, I must emphasize that this location 

Page 11 1 
1 I'm conlmissioner with the Tri-City Regional Port 

1: flawed. I want to explain to you what the economic 121 is one of the best in the nation. Our customers I 

In Madison Countv. we have more 

/= impact of closing the Rice Center would be on the 
IZ families that depend on that center. 

<,  
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22 have some of the most successful businesses in the 
23 world. They recognize the significance of this I 

than 3 1,000 veterans. Many of those veterans are 1 mired with fixed incomes and dependent upon the 
i : commissary and base exchange for food and 
/ clothing. 
1 i The Price Center is cited for 
1 1 1,000 reservists, all of whom live in our local 

2 4  strategic location. 

Page 1 12 
1 -1 [ hope that this Commission will 
2 recognize its importance to the defense of our I 
3 nation. ?hank you. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON:   hank you, Mr. Wihmeyer.  
5 I*. Franz Kraintz? 
6 MR. KKNNTZ: Thank you. 

- communities. In light of increasing dependence on 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  GOO^ morning. 
I reservists by the military, they deserve our 1 PRESENTATION 

1 1 ccmtinued support.. 9 I ~ Y  
1.: In the interest of the veterans who MR. KRAINTZ: 

served and the reservists who continue to serve, I 
ask that you give them the support that they 
deserve. Keep the Price Center open. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank the distinguished 

chairman of the Madison County Board. 
Melvin C. Wilmsmeyer? 

Mr. Wilmsmeyer, we are delighted to have you here. 
PRESENTATION 
BY 

MR. WLMSMEYER: 'w Thank you. Appreciate the t - 
z opportunity to speak to this Commission. 
:d My name is Melvin Wilmsmeyer and 
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(hod morning. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman and Commissioners. My name is Franz 
Kraintz, 1)jlrector of Economic Development with the 
City of Granite City. 

(hl behalf of Mayor Ronald Self and 
citizens of Granite City, I appreciate the 
opportunily to discuss the economic impact the 
closure of the Charles Melvin Price Support Center 
will cause in the surrounding communities. 

C'harles Melvin Price Support Center 
21 recommended for closure is adjacent to and partly 
22 within the City of Granite City. I 
23 Granite City is categorized as an 
24 older indu:strial-based community of approximately 

- 
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family income is now lower than county, state and 
national levels. 

It's estimated that ATCOM and the 
Price Support Center employs 300 residents in the 
Granite City area. The Price Support Center itself 
has an annual payroll of $4 million and bids $35 
million in local procurement contracts. The 
incomes and salaries purchase homes, cars and 
other goods and services helping support the 
business community throughout Granite City and the 
surrounding area The city itself stands to lose 
substantial profits and sales tax revenues. 

In sum, a whole economy with the 
loss of the Support Center, an economic impact 
will reverberate throughout the community. Once 
closed, let's not forget the base's outstanding 
attributes, central location, transportation, 
infrastructure, and the natural resources that 
draw from it will be difficult to replace once 
surrendered. 

The Support Center has served its 
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1 33,000 persons. Over the last several decade, the 
2 city lost 25 percent of its population, and median 

1 

2 

serve tomorrow's military in terms of readiness, 
flexibility and capability. 

The BRAC commission will see to it 
that it remains open and continue to be a vital 
mission of the Army. 

On behalf of the mayor, who could 
not be here today, I'd like to submit his written 
testimony for the record, if it pleases the 
Chairman, and I like to thank you for your 
attention. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
Mr. Kraintz, and the mayor's comments will be 
reproduced in the record and given to the folks on 
the stand. 

Mr. Jerry Holt? 
PRESENTATION 
BY 

MR. HOLT: 
Thank you, sir. I'm a member of 

the staff or the Committee to Save Savanna and 
SADA/USDACS  ask Force, and recently I retired. 

As such, I like to -- I reviewed 
the COBRA data and the study provided to the BRAc, 

but cost is not included in COBRA for relocating 

w 
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ammunition assets from the three &pots scheduled 
to close, which is approximately 450,000 short 
turns, has been ignored it appears to be. 

In past experience from Pueblo 
(phonetic), Wingate and Navaho appears to be 
seriously underestimated, which results in other 
operations of monies from the Ia: being spent to 
accomplish the closure. 

I would like to encourage the BRAC 

Committee to challenge these costs, which could be 
verified by reviewing closure costs for those 
installations. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you very much, 
Mr. Holt. 

Mr. Steve Haring? 
PRESENTATION 

BY 

MRHARING: 

Good morning. I'm Steve Haring, 
the president of the Savanna Chamber of Commerce. 
The chamber of commerce has stood si& by side and 
has played an active role with the local Save the 
Ikpot Committee from Savanna. 

We urge the BRAC  omm missioners and 
- - 
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staff to thoroughly consider all the information 
stated today, as well as our written report. 

When you read our report, the 
committee addressed several errors in the COBRA 

fact-findings, such as our figures show potential 
costs of 185 million to move ammunition, 
potentially 57 million in construction costs to 
move just the use of a particular operation, 
potentially 14 million in housing costs that would 
have to be absorbed when moving employees. It's a 
potential 400 million total cost avoidance would 
be realized if the Savanna Army Depothrs~~CS 
rtmains in tact at Savanna. 

If the Army depot could and would 
In: properly funded and moved to a Tier 2 base 
status, we believe that the Department of Defense 
iuld other government agencies would be shown that 
it could be more cost-effective and operating more 
c.1 ficiently. 

The Savanna Depot and U s D ~ c s  has 
the people, the technology, the will, and the area 
community support, and we thank you for the 
opportunity to present our case here today. 

CHAlRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you very much. - 
Page 113 - Page 116 

24 country well within the past 50 years and can 
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24 



.I MR. VALANT: senator and Gentlemen and ( 2 for the other two for a total of 17 at one minute I 
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adies, I appreciate the honorarium. I'm not a 
a t o r .  My name is Ken Valant. 

CHAIRMAN DMON: Well, I don't know why we 

Page 1 17 
Senator Ken Valant? 

i gave you that title. 
(Laughter.) 

i MR. VALANT: I certainly appreciate it. 

Page 1 19 
1 more. We would grant an additional minute each 

3 each, an~d if they would all come up here and just 
4 begin in order and the timer will allow each one 
5 one minute. There will be 17. 
6 May I say to the timer, and let's 
7 wait until all the distinguished ladies and 
8 gentlemen advocating ATCOM's retention all get up 

of a person. I'm delighted to have you here. I 1 1  we have available. I 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1'11 tell you one thing. I 
: u-as one and it doesn't make you any different kind 

,: Ken, we want to make your testimony, and don't Are you all up here in front now, 
1 ._: start the timer. I don't want him to have to pay 1 Ladies and Gentlemen? Please go in whatever order I 

9 here, because I think from a time standpoint it 
10 will help us to keep within the framework of what 

for my speech. 
Start over, Mr. Valant. 
PRESENTATION 
BY 

MR. VALANT: 

Thank you, sir. I have a very 
brief statement to make. 

I'm a resident of Iowa and I'm a 

you would prefer. I'm sorry I don't have a list. 
Is there ii list for the Chair? 

(Document tendered.) 
All right. Then if I may, go ahead 

Mr. -- E:rcuse me. Would you all raise your right 
hands. I keep forgetting about this. Where's 
my -- hex it is. Would you all raise your right 
hands. 

1- Page 1 18 
: . economic impact speaking to two counties in 
1 : Illinois. I point out to you that there is a 
.: supplemental and sympathetic impact economically 
1 across the river into Iowa. We haven't been able 
i to put the numbers together. We expect to put 
S than on to you as soon as we can. 

:= member of an elderly group that put the ammunition 
Lz information together as it appears in your report. 

You heard our Ms. Stott address the 

Page 120 
1 PRESENTATION 
2 BY 

3 MR. BEARDEN: 
4 'llank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of 
5 the Commission. I'm Carl Bearden. I'm chairman 
6 of the St. Charles County Council. As a member of 

22 (Witnesses sworn.) 
23 Thank you. 
24 Mr. Carl Bearden? 

3 information will be in alignment with the 
1 - ) methodology they use. We expect to do this very KrcoM does operate in a government I 
I - We anticipate working with the 

3 University of Northern Illinois so that our 

i . soon. 
And I also want to say that we 

:. particularly appreciate the participation we have 

1 1 received from the offices of Senator Grassley, our 

7 local government, I question how the federal 
8 government can count the ATCOM move as a real I 

' - 5  representative Jim Leach -- one of two counties 
:j  particularly impacted on the Iowa side, together 
- -  with Congressman Jim Nissen. Those people have 
:3 expressed a very cordial welcoming for our 
:3 efforts. Thank you very much. 

(3 CHAIRMAN DIXON well, 1 thank you, 

1 I owned-facility, but we are operating a building 
12 that we are leasing from a private developer, 
13 who's moving to an existing federal facility, but 
14 it's not thl: case with ATCOM. In fact, the move 
15 is going to cost the taxpayer money. 
16 I know local government can't play 
17 that kind of shell game and get away with it and I 
18 do think tlx: federal government can't either. We 
19 all want to eliminate waste, but they can't be 
20 fooled by false accounting tricks any longer. We 

1 I -. I 
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. Valant, and you folks have used up a little 
t 

s than your time, and we thank you for that. 
3 The folks from ATCOM had asked for 
14 15 at one minute each. I understand they want two 

21 are really in cost savings. They're not really 
22 saving. If this move is any example of the cuts 
23 we can ex1x:ct from Washington, we are all in 
24 trouble. I urge you to remove ATCOM from the base 
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Page 121 1 Page 123 ( 
I i closure list. I 1 permit thing seems to have become discussed here 1 1 
( 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Bearden. 

Betty Thompson? 
PRESENTATION 

I: BY 
MS. THOMPSON: 

7 Good afternoon. My name is Betty 
8 Thompson r e p m t i n g  the St. Louis County 
9 Executive, the Honorable John Buz Westfall. 

2 think sometime, depending upon who you are talking 
3 to, but I may have some reservations as to whether 
4 the permits are all in tact or not. 

The only thing I can say about that 
6 with the permit -- process of obtaining permits l 
7 has been somewhat questionable at best. The 
8 Endangered Species Act, Section 7, requires the 
9 Army to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wild Life 

12 highly-skilled civic employees. We would like to 
13 keep them in St. Louis where they can be of 
14 highest use to national defense, and St. Louis is 

ATCOM, like several other military 
1 1  installations in St. Louis, depends heavily on the 11° 

1 :: =@Onale Let's just briefly talk about the 

10 Service, and if any species would be in jeopardy 
11 to-date, the Army has done nothing to address the 
12 impact of endangered -- 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm sony, sir. Your time is 
14 up. 
15 MR. ATCHISON: I wasn't with ATCOM. I thought 
16 you were going to allow me two minutes. I 

17 minority work force, where its roots come from, 
18 ATCOM with 30 percent minority, 47 percent women, 
19 with a work force with high salaries from minority 

23 all of us to live and work. 114 why would they want to close the 

17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: NO, sir. Place your 
18 statement in the record. Thank you very much. 
19 Mr. Jim Cunningham. 

20 workers that live in St. Louis County, with stable 
21 families, productivity still good, family values 
22 and helping to keep neighbors safe and better for 

Page 122 
1 center? We ask people to pull themselves up by 
2 their bootstraps, and now we are taking their 
3 boots away. It's just not fair. Thank you. 

20 PRESENTATION 
2 1 BY 

22 MR. CUNNINGHAM: 
23 Always have trouble. Senator and 
24 distinguished Commissioners, my name is Jim 
--. 

Page 124 
1 Cunningham. I'm president of the National 
2 Federation of Federal Employees, Local 405, ATCOM. 

3 After having been given stacks of 

1 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you, Ms. Thompson, and 1 4 charts, documentation, figures and proposals, it I 
( s may the record show that your distinguished County 1 5 becomes increasingly hard to present you with I 

6 Executive, Buz Westfall, has met with us, and 
7 presented his case to us, and Mayor Freeman 
8 Bosley's office at great length and we are 
9 indebted to you as well. 

10 George Atchison? 
1 1  PRESENTATION 

12 BY 

6 something that you haven't heard or have not been 
7 made aware of. 
8 For this reason, I'll use the short 
9 time allotted to me to try to impress upon you to 

10 the criticality of the close scrutiny and 
1 1  examination of information which you have been 
12 provided. 

I:: MR. ATCHISON: I know you have already realizd 
Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, good 14 1.1~ value and significance of ATCOM, an 

I 15 afternoon. My name is George Atchison and I'm here 
i 6 as a concerned Missourian. I am delighted with the 

1 19 however, I come to express some concerns and Take the time, go the extra mile, I 

15 organization which has no equal throughout all of 
16 IXID, and we have supplied you with the means of 

I 17 possibility of the jobs of economic development 
18 that may be transferred to us from Fort McCall, 

20 information that I believe would be of value to 
21 you. 

17 rnethodology and support to preserve the agency of 
18 excellence. 1 

I have been told that the previous 
23 commission had told the army that they would need r2 

20 rnake that extra telephone call and the effort will 
21 surely pay maximum dividends and the realization 
22 of' mission readiness for the 2 1 st Century army 
23 PirCOM in tradition, responsive, fast moving, hard 

124 the necessary permits prior to the move and the 124 bitting and, most importantly, we're ready. Thank ( 
I I 

Page 12 1 - Page 124 
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(Applause.) v Mr. John Moms? 

Page 125 
1 you. .. CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Cunningham. 

/ 5 PRESENTATION 

1 6  BY 

1 

2 

1 7  MR. Mows: 
8 Good afternoon. I'm John Moms. 
9 I'm union president for s M .  SM is the army's 

10 logistics inter-system building. We build 
1 1  software that runs the whole army logistics 
12 system, has about 9.3 million lines. It's very 

113 technical. We are a small group, about 348 1l3 

14 people, of those people. We have a grade average 
I 5 of 1 1.2. We have an education base of 128 degrees 

1 16 and over I 0 percent of us have advanced degrees. ( 16 

(17 AS you can see, to run the by's logistic system (17 
18  through computers takes a lot of technology and a 
19 lot of knowhow. 
20 Additionally, we must know all the 
21 disciplines in the Army. We must know the 
22 readiness part of logistics as far as procurement, 
21 finance, supply, all of them. 

I just want to say SIMA is command 

12; 
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1 and control. We are a readiness organization. We 
2 are not overhead. We apply ourselves directly to 
3 the army's logistics mission. 
4 I think of us as the old George 
5 Foreman. We are an old group. We are beat up. 

Page 127 
tremendous resource, this national asset will not 
be replatrd in our lifetime, but, more 
importantly, the lives will be lost in the future 
because the knowledge that could have been saved 
then would have been squandered. 

I urge you to tell the Army for the 
third, and final, time that geographic preference 
is no substitute for military readiness and ATCOM 

must stay where it belongs in St. Louis. Thank 
you. 

CHAIFMAN DMON: Thank you, Mr. Belgeri. 
Mr. Brian Kichline and daughter. 

PRESENTATION 

BY 

MR. KICHLINE: 

My name is Brian Kichline. I work 
in the aviation PEo (phonetic). This is my 
youngest daughter, Grace, who will be three. 

.4s a parent of three, two have 
disabilities, a move would cause great hardship 
because of medical and school concerns. 

Currently, we go to St. Louis 
Children's Hospital, which is one of the top 
medical complexes. The following is the number of 

6 We are always hungry, but we are still standing 
7 and we are world champion. 
8 CHAIRMAN DMON: Mr. Lany Belgeri? 
9 PRESENTATION 

10 BY 

1 1  MR. BELGERI: 
12 Good afternoon. I'm Larry Belgeri, 
13 Budget Analyst at ATCOM. 
14 I, too, have reviewed the COBRA 
15  data and I'm comfortable the numbers for the 
16 closing of ATCOM, whether they're labeled 
17 personnel savings of lease savings, will not stand 
18 to your critical review as they failed to do in 
19 1 991 and again in 1993. What was prohibitively 

xpensive then is prohibitively expensive now. 

(I Beyond the numbers, closing ATCOM 

22 will reduce readiness to an unacceptable level by 
23 virtually widening out the Army's knowledge of 
24 aviation and troop support technology. This 

Page 128 
doctors and specialists we see each year: 
cardiologist, endocrinologist, neurologist, 
dermatologist, geneticist, an ear specialist, 
physical and occupation and speech therapist, 
high-risk newborn, pediatrician, general. 

\Wile researching environmental 
public law, actual practice show in the case of 
severe disabilities, this rarely happens. My wife 
has worked the last three years to insure all our 
children can go to the same school and a move will 
lose that effort. 

VVhile my situation is unusual, it 
is not uniclue. Please don't forget thousands of 
families will be adversely affected. I urge you 
not to move ATCOM. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN DMON: Thank you very much, 
Mr. Kichljne. As a grandfather with a daughter -- 
a granddaughter with a disability, I certainly 
have empathy with what you said. 

NCr. Wayne Lindberg? 
PJUBENTATION 
B'Y 

MR. LINDBERG: 
Good afternoon, Commissioners. I'm 

6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
L I I 
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I 8 RDEC were to move. The RDEC, which DOD declared 8 same level of support to our customers. 
9 to be the Rotorcraft Center of Excellence for all 1 You would have flown an airplane if 

Page 129 
1 Wayne Lindberg. I'm from the Research and 
2 Development Center, or RDEC at ATCOM. 

111' 

lo  three services under Project Reliance, is 
1 1  currently at, or below, critical mass. 
12 We are one deep in many technical 

Page 131 
1 ATCOM force the field to choose the 
2 following options: Unflyable aircraft, cancel 

13 areas. Based on informal surveys, we estimate 
14 this move will cut our numbers in half. We will 
1s lose whole areas of expertise and decades of 

The 1995 DoD BRAC report states 
4 "This recommendation preserves crucial research 
5 and development functions while optimizing 
6 operational efficiencies." 
7 This is true if a whole functional 

l o  the FAA did not ground it. This is what you are 
11 asking the Anny aviation to have to do should 
12 ATCOM relocate. 

3 mission, increase spare parts usage or operate 
4 increased risk. Most likely, the latter would 
5 occur. Contract would be required to fulfill loss 
6 by the loss of engineers resulting in more than a 
7 $7 million a year increase just to maintain the 

13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 
14 Mr. Bob Jakcson? 
15 PRESENTATION 

121 on the other services because they are looking to 121 Attention to detail is critical in that particular I 

16 corporate knowledge. 
17 How can the remaining 200 people 
18 preserve crucial R & D functions? The answer is we 
19 can't. The projected time to recover minimum 
20 capability is over five years. We can't fall back 

22 us for leadership and support. 22 arena because the people who are going to get in 
The FAA has no military capability. 23 the aircraft after you release it their lives hang 1 

16 BY 

17 MR. JAKCSON: 
18 Mr. Chairman, Bob Jakcson. I used 
19 lo be an aviation maintenance officer, test pilot, 
20 flew the aircraft after they were maintained. 

The civilian sector can provide us high cost 24 in the balance. 

1 support relief, but they are dependent on us for I looked at the COBRA report and I 
2 technology to compete with foreign rotorcraft 2 try to analytically compare it to pre-flight 
3 companies. 
4 Can the conclusion that this 
s recommendation preserve crucial R & D functions be 

9 Mr. Lindberg. 
10 Mr. Greg Kaprelian. I got that 
1 1  right? 
12 PRESENTATION 

3 @honetic) on an aircraft and I have to say to you 
4 this aircraft won't fly, this bird won't get off 
5 the ground. I also have to say to you that the 

6 accurate? The Commission must examine the finding 
7 closely. Thank you. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you very much, 

I:: BY 
MR. KAPRELIAN: 

6 report appears to have had a predetermination in 
7 mind when the data was put in. Computer models are 
8 good, but, as we've all been told by any computer 

15 You got it right, Mr. Commissioner. 
16 Good afternoon. I'm an aerospace engineer from 
17 ATCOM. I like to address the impact on the 

9 user, garbage in, garbage out. 
l o  CHAIRMAN DIXON:   hank you, Mr. Jakcson. 
1 1  Now it says here Mr. Steve Kerser. 
12 It may be Mr. Steve Kaiser. 
13 MR. KAISER: That's my handwriting. I 
14 apologize. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you identify yourself? 
16 MR. KAISER: Yes, I'm Steve Kaiser, contract 
17 purchaser. I apologize for my handwriting. 

22 time increasing three times longer. In Desert Commissioner, you have heard how 
23 Storm these delays would be considered 23 the loss of highly-trained ATCOM employees would I 22 

(0 

124 non-responsive by the user. 124 severely impact readiness, but it will also result I 
I - J 
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18 engineering committee will have on the Army should 
19 ATCOM relocate. 
20 Based on only half the engineering 
21 staff relocating, this will result in response 

18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ~ o t  at all, sir. 
19 PRESENTATION 

20 BY 

21 MR. KAISER: 
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I in significant additional costs. 

2, The engineers and contract 
wialists in Huntsville would not initially have 

expertise to evaluate and negotiate proposed 
5 costs for helicopter assistance. This is a hidden 
6 cost difficult to quantify but could easily result 
7 in a 5 percent increase in contract prices or more 
8 than $40 million the first year alone. 
9 Of course, they would eventually 

l o  develop the expertise, but it could cost more than 
I I a hundred million dollars in the process. 
12 Distinguished Commissioners, I ask 
13 you, is the American taxpayer willing to pay for 
14 that kind of trial-and-error education? Thank 
15 you. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON:   hank you, Mr. Kaiser. 
17 Mr. Chris Redd? 
18 PRESENTATION 

19 BY 

20 MR. REDD: 
21 Thank you, Senator Dixon and 
22 Commissioners. My name is Chris Redd and I'm an 
23 integrating logistics floor manager within the 
- rogram Office of Aviation. I retired from the 

army in 1987 with over 20 years of active duty. 
I'm a Vietnam veteran and participated in the 

Storm and all the air missions. 
I'm a member of the Strategic and 

Professional Team of Personnel. This team is a 
critical element to planning the readiness of our 
war fighting equipment. 

The expertise of the team only 

team. We are already have trained and experience 
personnel needed for sophisticated equipment 
expertise that is not -- I repeat -- not available 

Many of these team members will not 
be available in Huntsville. We must start a very 
long and painful regrowth of the aviation mission 

My experience over 27 years in the 
military and civil service tells me that we'll 

days we call already as the "hollow army." 
23 Let's not repeat that mistake. 
24 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you, Mr. Redd. 

Page I 
Mr. Rick Stream? 
PKESENTATION 

BY 

MR. STREAM. 

Ciood afternoon Commissioners. My 
name is Rick Stream. For the past 19 years I have 
worked as a program budget director and analyst at 
Abeo Aviation. Prior to that, I was on active 
duty. 

The army's data justifying their 
decision, it's clear to me the cost savings are 
vastly overstated and costs are significantly 
understated. 

I'm deeply disappointed in the 
Army's sloppy use of data and its justification. 
One example is it's highly inflated personnel 
baseline for PEO (phonetic) and SIMA, in addition, 
the army executed a COBRA run in October 1994 
which showed a one-time cost of 180 million and 
700 positions eliminated just two months later. 

'The Army executed a number of 
overruns reducing its one-time cost by $40 million 
and adding nearly 300 positions to be eliminated. 

'There was no involvement by the - 
Page 1 

ATCOM staff during this step to either validate 
the position losses or access the impact on 
military mzadiness. The results would be a 
devastating impact on aviation readiness. Please 
don't sign the death penalty for aviation. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Bill Hurston? 
P'RESENTATION 
BY 

hW. HURSTON: 

?'hank you, Chairman Dixon. My name 
is Bill Hurston. For 1 I years I have served in 
the Budget and Analysis Program and also a 
certified public accountant. 

I have reviewed the COBRA model, 
the bases they have at best sloppy and at worst 
intellectualXy dishonest. From implementation of 
the BRAC '9 1 merger of ATCOM and TRANSCOM 

(phonetic), many of the fundamental flaws that 
existed in the Army's analysis then, such a 
failure to simply reconcile personnel baselines, 
are again found in the '95 recommendation. 

I urge you and your staff to 
closely examine the Army's analysis. I also 
suggest that you evaluate this alternative using 

I I 
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2 rate. 
3 The decision that directly affects 
4 thousands of families and involving the 
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( 5 expenditure of millions of dollars certainly 

Page 137 
1 current OAB discount rate rather than last year's 

6 require a more intensive and careful analysis than 
7 the one done to-date. I place my trust in the 
8 Commission to do this for us. Thank you. 

Page 1 3 9 
1 Commission, my name is Bryan Williams. I'm here 

C H A W  DJXON:  hank you, Mr. Hurston. 
Ms. Donna Valkenan? 
PRESENTATION 
BY 

MS. VALKENAN: 

Good afternoon. I'm Donna Valkenan, 
a management analyst, mother of an army soldier. 
We have already heard how the dissembling of ATCOM 

will cause a loss of COBRA knowledge of those 
sophisticated war fighting systems so critical to 

19 achieve decisive victory and how losing this 
20 knowledge will degrade the state of near-term 

2 to present the Base Closure and Alignment 
3 Commission with two documents in response to the 
4 proposed movement of units to Fort McClellan onto 
5 Fort Leonard Wood from one -- from the Commission 
6 for the Environment (phonetic), and one technical 
7 evaluation. In regard to Fort Leonard Wood, to 
8 construct a new facility, the BRAC notified the 

public that none of the states of the U.S. or any 
of the permitting requirements will be short in 
the approval of these application. 

The applications filed have been 
reviewed and woefully incomplete. There are 
numerous blanks in the submitted application. The 
application to construct the CDTF for Fort Leonard 
Wood as proof is placed on the original 1983 
design for a facility currently in operation at 
Fort McClellan in Alabama. 

None of the State of Alabama 
20 required safety-related equipment additions and 

2 -- excuse me -- rely on ATCOM's superior 
3 qualities and aviation group support to perform 
4 the mission. Without this highest level of 

21 readiness. 
22 What I would like you to think 
23 about also is the face of our Army readiness. 
24 This is my son, Walter, at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. 
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1 My son and other soldiers like him 

support, the lives of these soldiers will needless 
be placed at risk. 

Before you make your final 
decisions, please consider the alternatives. 
Recommend that the Army follow the lead of the Air 
Force, which showed how not to jeopardize 
readiness for the sake of reduction in 
infrastructure. The Air Force kept all of their 
logistics by trimming operations. 

On behalf of my son and other 

21 none of the design changes have been incorporated 
22 in the facilities destined to be constructed in 
23 Fort Leonard Wood. The two facilities are not 
24 comparable. 

-. 
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1 The incinerator at Fort Leonard 
2 'Wood emissions of Serin, the toxic nerve agent 
3 responsible for the recent deaths of subway riders 
4 in Japan -- 

15 soldiers throughout the land, I urge to you to do 

for the good of our Army, for the good of our 
nation, for the lives of our soldiers. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN DMON:   hank you, Ms. Valkenan. 
Bryan Williams? 
PRESENTATION 

BY 

MR. WILLIAMS: 

Ladies and Gentlemen of the 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: you'll have to put the rest 
of your remarks in the record. Thank you very 
much. 

We are adjourned until precisely 
1 : 30 this afternoon. At 1 :30, we'll hear from the 
State of Indiana. 

(Whereupon, a luncheon break 
was taken at 12:30 to be 
continued at 1 :30 o'clock 

p.m.> 
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(Whereupon, the following 
1 .  proceedings resumed at 1 :30 

o'clock the same day.) 
Qlv Good afternoon, Ladies and 

r Gentlemen, and welcome to our afternoon session. 
1 I'm Alan Dixon. With me are my fellow 
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I PRESENTATION 

2 BY 

3 SENATOR LUGAR: 
4 Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your 
5 greeting!;, Members of the Commission. I'm honored 
6 to testify before you today to discuss the 

- commissioners, A1 Cornella, Lee Kling, Joe Robles 
I $ and Wendi Steele. 

3 This afternoon we will hear 

7 Department of Defense's recommendation in the Base 
8 Closure statement to close the Naval Air Warfare 
9 Center in Indianapolis, Indiana. 

1: presentations from Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan and 
. Ohio, which will last a total of 155 minutes. As 

10 I'd like to make several opening 
I I remarks and answer questions you or members of the 

1 is the case with all our regional hearings, the 
, 5 Commission has given a block of time to each state 
I J based on the number of installations on the list 

- block of time. 
3 After the states' presentations, 
-2 there will be a period of 30 minutes for 

12 Commission may have. 
13 I would like to request a copy of 
14 my full statement be included for the record. 

1 5 and the job loss. We left it to elected officials 
i and community members to decide how to fill the 

17 SENATOR LUGAR: I thank you, on behalf of my 
18 colleagw:, Senator Dan Coats, for that sincere 
19 courtesy. 

15 CHAIIMAN DIXON: ~ n d  it will be admitted in 
1 6 the record. 

!z lobby. Tlxy are asked to limit themselves to two 122 Center and to express my support for an I 
121 additional public comment. The persons who wish 

to speak at that time should sign up now in the 

:z minutes. 123 alternative partnership proposal prepared by I 

20 I appreciate this opportunity to 
21 share my thoughts with you about the Naval Warfare 

Our first presentation this 

lw Page 142 
afternoon is from Indiana, which has been assigned i - 

24 Indianapolis Mayor Steve Goldsmith. 
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I Mayor -- Goldsmith has the distinction 

/ : 45 minutes. And, gentlemen, I have to ask all of 
I 3 you, the distinguished senior senator, Senator 

i Mayor Goldsmith, to stand as you raise your right 1 6 Department, secondly, reduces the economic impact I 

2 as a leader in recent efforts to downsize 
3 government through privatization. I strongly 1 

1 Richard G. Lugar, Congressman Andy Jacobs, 
; 5 Mr. Glenn Lawrence, and the distinguished Indiana 

- hand. Under the law, we have to administer an ( 7 on the local economy, and, third, provides growth I 

4 support Mayor Goldsmith's plan, because it, first 
5 of all, achieves real cost savings for the Defense 

3 oath, believe it or not. 1 8 opportunities for Indiana's technology and I 
3 (Witnesses sworn.) 

1 r )  , - Thank you, gentlemen. I'm 
9 manufacturing industries. 

'The Naval Air Warfare Center has a 
. : delighted to recognize the distinguished senior I I I long distinguished record of service to our I 
: senator from Indiana. May I say to him I have a 

I -3 letter here from your colleague, my good friend, 
1.2 the junior senator, Senator Dan Coats, and would 
I. 5 you please tell Senator Coats we appreciate his 
, . i interest. His letter will be reproduced in the 
1 .- record in full. 

/:I And may I say to the audience it's 
! 3 my great pleasure to welcome to this hearing the ! distinguished senior senator from Indiana and 

12 nation's military forces. 
13 '4,s a former mayor of Indianapolis, 
14 I'm familliar with NAWC, and I have visited the 
15 facility rrlany times. I have met with many of the 
16 very skilled, dedicated professionals whose hard 
17 work and career service contribute to NAWC's 
18 unique rolc in maintaining United States military 
19 readiness 
20 NAWC ~ndianapolis is a leader in 

Senator Lugar? 124 as an in-house technical resource for the Navy. I 

hairman of the Agricultural Committee. I had the 
rivilege of serving on that committee with him 

3 years ago. I hold him in the highest esteem. 
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21 the design, development, and limited manufacturing 
22 of high technology, airborne electronic systems 
23 for the Navy. As a knowledge factor, NAWC serves 



3 equipment at the lowest possible cost. I In recent years, NAWC has 
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3 avoiding relocation expenses for 1600 employees 
4 slated for transfer, and, third, consolidating 

- 
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1 As a smart buyer, NAWC uses its expertise to help 
2 the Defense Department purchase the right 

( 5 streamlined its management structure, expanding I 5 certain NAWC administrative functions at Crane. I 
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1 significant cost savings by first removing 1300 
2 employees from the federal payroll, secondly, 

( 6 its customer base and forged partnerships with the ( 6 In addition, the mayor's I 
1 7 private sector and Purdue University and a premier 1 7 partnership proposal reduces facility closure I 

/ 1 o activity, NAWC is a cost-contained, pay-as-you-go 
1 1 facility generating most of its revenue from its 
I 2 government subsidies. 
13 NAWC Indianapolis is the most 
I 4 productive of all the Navy's warfare centers. 
15 Despite a 28 percent reduction in overhead 

8 Indianapolis engineering institution. 1 As a defense-based operating fund 
10 Throughout its history, NAWC 

I 1 Indianapolis performed a unique mission for the 
12 Navy. Whether in peace time or in crises, 
13 dedicated NAWC professionals have met the Navy's 
14 readiness and development requirements. 
15 I believe Mayor Goldsmith's 

8 costs and saves mil time, dollars and relocation 
9 expenses. 

I 16 expenses, NAWC maintains steady work flow 
I 7 schedules and significant out-year revenue 

120 congressional delegation to demonstrate to the 120 :security, for our technology future, and for the I 

16 {partnership proposal is a sound alternative to a 
17 :solution to the difficult economic and I :; projections. 

Since 1993, I worked with Indiana's 

21 Navy the value of maintaining a strong midwest 
22 Navy presence in Indiana through the combined 
23 functions of NAWC, and the Naval Surface Warfare 

18 ~dcfense-based issues associated with military 
19 closings. It is a good plan for our national 

24 Center, Crane Division, in Southern Indiana and 
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21 llndiana economy. 
22 Despite reduced defense budgets, I 
23 lxlieve that we, as a nation, can put our best 
24 minds to work in these important areas to address I 
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1 I Louisville, Kentucky. I believe it's important to I 1 the engineering challenges of today and tomorrow I 
1 2 highlight the complementary work performed by 1 2 and do so at less cost to the taxpayers. I 
( 3 these three sites. 1 3  I urge the Commission to give every I 
1 4  I support the base realignment and 1 4 consideration to the merits of this partnership I 

1 7 and assets. 1 7 and I thank you all for the opportunity to testify 1 I s closure process as a careful and systematic 
6 evaluation of our nation's military requirements 

l 8  I also believe that creative 1 8 kcfore the Commission. I 

5 proposal as the Commission makes its final 
6 recommendations to the President later this year, 

1 9 solutions can be found that not only reduce 1 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I say to my I 
( l o  defense spending but protect our nation's 110 distinguished friend, we appreciate very much your 1 

1 1  technology base and preserve high-skilled, 
I 2 high-waged jobs. 
13 I met with Defense kcretary 

1 1  very fine presentation. I can speak on behalf of 
12 tlx Commission when I say that, both in the case 
13 of Indianapolis and the case of Louisville, 

I 16 meeting I arranged between Mayor Goldsmith and I hope my colleague, from my past 
17 Defense Secretary John Deutch, Secretary Deutch 17 eqxrience in the Senate, knows of my views and my I 
14 William Perry in February to express my support 
15 for Mayor Goldsmith's partnership plan. In a 

1 18 expressed interest in privatization as a worthy 118 firm feeling that privatization is always a I 

14 Kentucky, we have heard considerable commentary 
15 about the value of privatization. 

1 19 alternative to outright closure. ( 1 9  wclcome opportunity if we can arrange them I 
20 The mayor's innovative proposal 
21 features several components I believe are 
22 attractive to the Defense Department. In addition 

20 appropriately, and you may be assured that within 
21 boundaries of what we can legally do, that 
22 rcmains to be seen. 

23 to assuming closure of the NAWC facility as a DOD 

24 site, the mayor's partnership plan also provides 
23 Everything that you have presented 
24 to us will be carefully evaluated. We are - 
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I indebted to you, sir. 

i ; SENATOR LUGAR: Thank you. 
CHA~RMAN D ~ O N :  we are pleased to welcome 

'&ongressman Andy Jacobs. 
PRESENTATION 

BY 

CONGRESSMAN JACOBS: 

! Mr. Chairman, Members of the 
: Commission, the situation requires that I be 

i , brief, and brief I will be. 
I know now the same territory, the 

1 .: main course for your after lunch pleasure will be 
I -: Mayor Goldsmith's presentation. You can all 
.z applaud and say he is the author of this very 
r imaginative proposal. 
. . I will say that we are well aware, 

I - I think, that your charge is national, your 
I I responsibility is both to the defense of this 

country as efficiently as possible, which leads to 
2; the second, the best cost to the taxpayers. 

You are not here to make 
Indianapolis happy or any other city, except as 
American citizens ought to be happy with a frugal 
nd effective defense system. We are well aware 

I 
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. of that. 
, - Probably one of the most egregious 

I misquotations in the history of the United States 
was the one attributed to Charles Wilson of 

i i General Motors in the Eisenhower administration. 
j 

1 :: Down through the years he's been quoted as - saying, "What is good for General Motors is good 
5 for the United States." That was not the 
; quotation, nor the context at all. 

. . 
-, In fact, he said in the senate 
: : hearing, "What is good for the United States is 
.: good for General Motors, and, likewise, what is 
.:. good for General Motors is good for the United 
: 1 States." That's the way we would like to approach 
:i thismatter. 
. - 
. - Mayor Goldsmith has crafted a 
:- proposal that is, we think, good for the United 
:% States, and we are very happy to note that it is 

, :; less bad for Indianapolis than in some other -- 
/- the original proposal might have been. 

In other words, we are not asking 
' m o u  to repeal reality. We are conversant with the 

12 reality of this situation and we believe that that 
(11 reality can be improved upon, and you will hear 

the main speech from the man who fixes the stl.eets 
in front of my house. 

(Laughter.) 
CHAIIW DIXON: well, Congressman Jacobs, we 

thank you for your very practical and sensible 
comments, and we are indebted to you, sir, for 
that helpful contribution. 

We are pleased to have Mr. Glenn 
Lawrence with us, who is, as I understand it, is 
the goveimor's military base commission chairman 
for the distinguished governor of Indiana, Evan 
Bayh. 

MR. LAWRENCE:  hank you, Mr. Chairman. 1'11 
just remain here. 

CHAIEWAN DIXON: Fine. Thank you, 
Mr. Law~ence. 

F'RESENTATION 

BY 

MR. LAWRENCE: 

I do bring you greetings from 
Governor Evan Bayh from the State of Indiana. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Commission -- Mr. Kling, nice to have seen you 
last weel;, and not to say that I am not pleased 

Page 152 
with all nhe Commissioners. We had a very nice 
meeting with Mr. Kling and we appreciate that. 

tJnfortunately, Indiana is very 
familiar with this process. The governor 
testified in 1991 in Indianapolis. I testified in 
1993 in (3hio. Unfortunately, we are very familiar 
with the results of the decision of the 
Commission, having had four military bases either 
closed or. severely realigned over the past three 
BRACS. 

As a result of that, in 1992 
Governor Bayh established a Military Base 
Coordinaiing Commission of which I'm executive 
director. We have a number of distinguished 
citizens IW ho sit on that commission, and we had 
Fort Harnson close; we had the Garrison Air Force 
Base c l o : ~  with the reserves remaining there. We 
had Jefferson Proving Grounds closed. We had the 
Army A~nmunition Plant mothballed with most of the 
jobs gone. 

So as a response to that, the 
governor gave this Commission three mandates: One 
was to assist in trying to save the Finance Center 
at Fort H amson, which we accomplished, secondly, 

L I i 
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1 I 
to assist the local communities in their 

I 2 transition from military facilities to economic 
3 development facilities. Happily we were on our 
4 way with all of the bases. We, of course, run 
s into some difficulties. 
6 In the course of what we have been 
7 doing over the past two years, we have developed a 
8 strategy which is called the "Indiana Defense 
9 Readjustment Strategy," which is for the 

Page 155 
I My good friend, Senator Lugar, and 
2 my mentor is walking behind just to catch a 
3 plane. I'd like the Commission not to take it as 
4 ,a personal statement about my remarks. 
5 CHAIRMAN DMON: The Commission takes note of 
6 .the fact that the distinguished senior senator has 
7 some other fish to fry. We excuse him to catch an 
8 (airplane in the course of his ambitions, which are 
9 lofty ones. 

110 communities and for the business community and for 110 (Laughter.) I 
I I regular c i t ims  job retraining. And I would like 
12 to leave this with you, not to be included in toto 
13 in the record but for your staff to refer to, if 

1 1  PRESENTATION 

12 BY 

13 MAYOR GOLDSMITH: 

114 they would like to see what we have been doing, 114 Thank you, sir. I appreciate the I 
15 that you really can turn some of these things into 
16 a positive. One of those will be a 1700 acre park 
17 in downtown Indianapolis. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank you for that, 

15  opportunity to appear before you in support of the 
16 governor and all the congressmen from our state 
17 imd both senators. And being sensitive to your 
18 time, there are a number of important issues, as 

119 Mr. Lawrence. We think it's valuable and it will 119 Ihe senator mentioned, some important to me, as I 
120 be reproduced in the record. 120 the mayor, and others important, 1 believe, to the I 
21 MR. LAWRENCE: ~ n d  it's been a learning 
22 experience, and this time we are attempting to get 
23 ahead of the curve in a bipartisan way, in a 

I 2 together on an attempt to see what we could do to I 2 was another fort, which will be closed imminently. I 

21 defense of the country, and we come here in that 
22 tmntext. Let me paint the context for a minute. 
23 As Glenn said and the senator said, 

w 7  

I 3 salvage jobs, which is my final mission, to keep 1 3  I would have to say despite great I 
1 4 the two remaining facilities in Indiana open, I 4 teah gnawing and consternation we did not come -- I 

24 cooperative way. The state, and the communities, 

Page 154 
I and federal representatives have been working 

24 we have some experience with this process. Just 
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1 literally a stone throw away from this facility 

5 Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center and 
6 Indianapolis Naval Airway Division. Hopefully, 

5 I did not come before this Commission and say you 
6 have an obligation to keep that fort open. We 

I 7 after today's meeting, I will have accomplished 
8 all my missions. We will see. 

1 I governor will be submitting a written statement to 
12 be included in the record after this hearing, and 
I 3 we appreciate your attention. 

7 worked to preserve certain assets at that fort, 
8 but it was a difficult case to make that you had 

I want to save as much time as I 
11: can for Mayor Goldsmith and tell you again the 

14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank you, Mr. Lawrence. 
15 Express our profound appreciation to the 
16 distinguished Governor Evan Bayh for his 

9 am obligation to the United States of America to 
10 keep a fort open in my particular city. 
1 1  We began then, however, to prepare 
12 for the eventuality that this particular facility 
13 cvould eventually come before the Base Closure 
14 (:c~mmission, and I've been working on the process 
15 thiit brings me before you three years, not for 90 
16 dlays, but for three years. 

120 And we are delighted, of course, 120 Indianapolis, and for a couple of reasons: First I 

17 contribution and be assured that his remarks that 
I 8 he sends to us, through you or by whatever method, 
19 will be fully reproduced in the record. 

21 now to recognize the distinguished mayor of 
22 Indianapolis, Indiana, Mayor Stephen Goldsmith for 

17 The process designed by the 
18 C:c.>ngress and the military is a good one but is 
19 totally inapplicable to the facility in 

21 of all, when I began this two-and-a-half, three 
22 years ago, and, as I mentioned to the Commission, 

23 his remarks. 
24 MAYOR GOLDSMITH:   hank you, Mr. Chairman. 

23 I was in the Army Reserve, the opportunity to 
24 speak to a admiral was a lofty and wonderful 
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I thing. 
2 I spoke to every admiral that's 

I numbers to be considered. 
'The secretary said he would do 

xn in Washington in the last three years and had 
w v e l o p e d  some sense what this is all about, and 

5 the gentlemen I spoke with were very candid, 

8 where he essentially said we have an obligation to 1 8 response came back, no, we can't run any numbers 1 

3 everything in his power to make sure these numbers 
4 were considered, because they were remarkable 
5 savings, and we were, I think, one of the few 

6 including I remember vividly a conversation with 
7 Admiral Burr (phonetic) two-and-a-half years ago, 

9 preserve our coastal assets, and, in this context, 1 that don't exist today. 
10 China Lake and Patch River were very important !So even if you are willing to 

6 installations that were willing to go through a 
7 downsizing voluntarily, and, unfortunately, the 

1 13 needed to get busy here to prepare for the future 
1 14 of Indianapolis. 
15 We then began a number of 

I 

16 missions. One, I didn't want to come before the 

I I assets that needed to be preserved by the Navy. 
, 1 2  Now that was a substantial clue to me that I 

13 even if you are willing to come under another 
14 command structure, we can't run those numbers. 
15 Even if it saves a hundred million dollars, our 
16 model da:s not allow you to think in the future. 

1 I command and rationalize your command structure, 
12 even if you are willing to lay off your overhead, 

117 Commission and say you have an obligation to keep 

1 18 our center open, because I have, I think, lead the 

22 Commission and say you have an obligation to keep 22 value for the dollar. 
23 jobs in Indiana is at least inconsistent. We 123 So we stepped back and said how can I 

17 1The third problem we have in this 
18 particular process is that I think what the I 

I 19 way in terms of municipal government in terms of 

i 20 downsizing, prioritizing 60 services, reduced our 
21 work force by 35 percent and appear before the 

1 - .%egan to cry out for the process of privatization 124 NAWC play a major role in helping the Department I 

19 Congress is doing in this situation is truly 
20 remarkable, trying to prepare the military for 
21 the -- and the country for the 21 st Century, more 

I- 
I 
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ut of the scenario process. 
h a t o r  Coats was kind enough to 

and joint partnership. 
We ran into one immediate barrier. 

We could not prevent anythlng until after we were 
ordered closed. We couldn't convert while we were 
an ongoing viable institution. The military 
process required the staff, the BRAC staff, to 
close us and then we could petition to stay open, 
and, for those of you who have been through this 
process before, privatizing an operation once it's 
closed is substantially more difficult than 
privatizing when it's open. 

We then came up with a plan with 
the Crane Naval Depot that does a number of the 
same functions in different places in the spectrum 
that has particularly innovative and creative 
management and say why don't we combine Crane and 
Indianapolis, and Indianapolis, in what we thought 
was a really bold step, agreed to come in under 
the command structure of Crane petitioned to have 
those numbers considered by this Commission as 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

-. 
Page 160 

of Defense by more intelligently positioning 
itself in the dual technology situation to enhance 
the purchase of every dollar spent and enhance the 
purchase of electronic technology, and the answer 
came back again you can't use a process that looks 
forward irito the 21 st Century. 

We want to prepare in the 2 1 st 
Century with a snapshot of what it looks like in 
1994. So we are really caught in kind of an 
inadvertend Alice-and-Wonderland situation where 
we are trying to say, well, we'll jump ahead ten 
years and the navy wants us to jump ahead ten 
years. Secr-etary Deutch wants us to jump ahead 
ten years. 

Vde had a great conversation with 
him as a rc:sult, but everybody knows the process 
won't allow it, and, in fact, Secretary Deutch 
said the orily people that can help you do this is 
the Commission. I'm for it. It sounds good to 
me. 

PIC haven't met anybody yet that 
said this is a bad idea. All of them have said 
there's no legal recourse, other than the 
Commission itself. The staff doesn't have the 

23 arrange a meeting between Secretary Dalton and the 
24 senator and myself where we asked for these 

23 

24 

Page 157 - Page 160 



BASE CLOSURE Condensel t lM 
I Page 161 1 Page 163 1 I I authority; the secretary doesn't have the I 1 Fort Harrison, which is a pretty gmd model, which I 

2 authority; the Secretary of the Defense doesn't 
3 have the authority, only the Commission has the 
4 authority. We are yet to meet anybody to say this 
5 is a terrible idea, we can't do it. 
6 We have come before you today with 

2 says bigger is better; the more things you can 
3 salvage in one place, the fewer roads you have to 
4 take care of, the fewer sewers, the less 
5 infrastructure and less overhead. 
6 In this particular situation, I'm 

9 is in the best interest of the country, as well as 
10 the best interest of Indianapolis. 
11 Now if I could quickly step through 

I 7 three years of preparation hoping that you will 
8 give us the authority to do what everyone thinks 

12 what I think are some attributes, very unusual and 
13 unique attributes, of the Naval Air Warfare 
14 Center. 
15 As Senator Lugar mentioned, the 
16 models that have been setup to bring us here today 

7 ,already, as the mayor of Indiana, responsible for 
8 the sewers and the roads and the infrastructure, 

, 9 other than within the gates of the building, and 
I l o  :so there isn't any infrastructure to be closed. 
11 It's already embedded in my cost. 
12 And, secondly, I just did -- I'm 
13 not a scientist, but I went and punched in one of 
14 ihese NEXUSLEXIS dialogue Internet searches to 
15 t r y  to find any literature that says if you take 
16 scientists and engineers and put them in bigger 

119 aren't very many military installations that are In fact, not remarkably, I found a I 

17 don't generally deal with the knowledge factor. 
18 They deal with manufacturing factors, and there 

120 just a building full of intelligent scientists (20 whole list of research and management journals I 

17 i ~ d  bigger and bigger organizations, they perform 
18 txtter. 

121 working in teams. 121 that said generally smaller, more flexible, more I 
b2 When we deal with the knowledge 122 creative organizations are a better place for 1 
23 factor and arbitrarily say, okay, we are going to 
24 split some of the scientists in the East Coast, 
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1 some of the scientists in the West Coast, some of 
2 the scientists in Southern Indiana, and we are 

23 s.cientists than research engineers to be located. 
24 So the whole theory of the COBRA 
-- 
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1 model, which is bigger is better is exactly 
2 inapplicable to a group of highly-trained 

1 3 going to arrange people by kind of centrifugal I 3 scientists working in a team atmosphere. So the I 

6 get spun around the country. They leave. 
7 At least our information is that 
8 the examples that occur in other places is like a 

4 force spun around the country, we kind of lose the 
5 idea the best and brightest don't automatically 

6 We have another somewhat similar 
7 example in Indianapolis where Allison Wilson 
8 (phonetic) was just purchased by Rolls Royce. One 

4 attributes of NAWC make it particularly difficult 
5 to facilitate within this framework. 

1 9 propulsion center of the Navy, the best and 1 9 of the reasons that virtually the entire 1 
10 brightest didn't move. They essentially -- 
11 (A brief interruption.) 
12 CHAIRMAN DEON: MT. Mayor, we'll let the 

l o  congressional delegation and the mayor's office 
11 supported the Rolls Royce purchase is because they 
12 wanted to keep the scientists and engineers and 

113 record show that nothing you have said or done ( 13 research group together as a team because they 1 I I 4 caused that. 114 were valuable as contrast to disbursing them to I 
15 MAYOR GOLDSMITH: That' s a punctuation, 
16 exclamation point. More troubling than Senator 
17 Lugar's departure. 

15 disintegrate them, and I think the same principal 
16 applies here. 
17 Secondly, with respect to the 

b8 (Laughter.) 118 special attributes, we don't fit very well in this 1 
But two things -- the two problems 119 model, and let me provide three specific examples. I 

First of all, the best and the (22 b ~ t .  I want to stay within my time. Let me slow 1 

20 with respect to the knowledge factor compared to 
21 the manufacturing factor. 

20 This organization provides key support to the 
21 Department of Defense. I'll slow down a little 

23 brightest don't automatically move and, secondly, 
24 the Navy did a model basically which applied to 

23 down just a second. 
24 Part of privatization -- and I'm 
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XI the government side of the line performs 
%hen we manage the contract well, 

j aggressively, authoritatively, preventively; when 
6 we don't, they don't, and we have conceptualized, 
7 because it's already a part of what's happening. 
8 NAWC, as the smart electronics 
9 purchaser for the Department of Defense, and this 

r o smart buyer aspect in a dual technology transfer 
: I technology application is absolutely critical to 
:2 have somebody good right in the center doing 
13 prototyping, quality control acquisition, strategy 
14 and preparing to transfer technology across a 
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! 5 spectrum of private and public. 
: 6 So what we have here today is a 
:7 smart buyer in NAWC and one that will be 
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yor of a city. I'm not running the 
But generally private vendors perform 

18 particularly critical in tbe 21 st Century where 
;9 the lines between public and private acquisition 
20 and development are very reverse; the more dual 
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1 and the engineers go in. This plane is too 
2 heavy. I By the way, it takes an awful lot of work 

21 technology you have, the more we need what NAWC 

22 does. 
13 For example, there was a 

-0mputer -- standard airborne computer designed by - 
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1 the private sector. The NAWC scientists took it 
2 in, retinkered with it, came up with 
3 specifications that any vendor in the country 
4 could bid on and provided the reliability and 
5 reduced the cost by $70 million because they were 
6 a group of smart buyers who understood how to 
7 tinker with that. 
8 Secondly, in this seemless defense 
9 system between private and public, it's very 

:o important to have somebody in the m t e r  who can 
: I transfer technology and meet and be the interface 
i 2  between the pilot and the sailor on the ship and 

in the field to maintain even one of those little 
gismos (indicating). So they come back to NAWC 

and thew guys go, here, let's do one of these, 
and it takes the place of all of this stuff 
(indicating). Not only is it more efficient, but 
if something does go wrong, they rip this out 
(indicating), you put in the next one. 

So basically what we have is a 
group of individuals that sit between the guys in 
the field, men and women in the field, and the 
private vendor and work on tinkering with things 
so that the response time is quicker and the 

15 maintenance costs are less, and, in this case, the 
16 weight came down by 45 percent and the cost came 
17 down ahout 25 percent, as a result of the 
18 intelligence of people who were there. It's just 
19 a -- parclon the prop -- little example of what 
20 they can do. 

'The third way that they are 
particularly skilled, their attributes, in terms 
of supjmrting the Department of Defense, is 
emergency turnaround. 

- - 
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For example, again, I'm informed of 

the optical landing problem. In order to land, it 
needed some dramatic work so that these jets could 
land, and these guys, men and women, at NAWC 

turned this around in a very short period of time, 
1 1 days, so this would work. 

:Similarly, the Maverick missile 
couldn't work without electronic reconfiguration 
and the NA.WC folks brought that in and in a very 
short period of time, a matter of days, and turned 
it around again. 

S o  we have three different ways 
i 3 the private sector. 
! 4 For example, I'm informed, and I'm 
I 5 not again an engineer, but that the B22 is having 
16 a weight problem. We have props here. So this is 
17 how I have to think. I was a trial lawyer once in 

13 that we provide key support for the Department of 
14 Defense that would be absolutely critical in the 
1s 21 st Centl~ry: one, is the smart buyer; two, we 
16 help the suppliers meet the Department of Defense 
17 needs; and, three, we have emergency turnaround. 

18 my life. 
j 19 (Laughter.) 
1 F CHAIRMAN DIXON: SO was I. Proceed, Mayor. 

MAYOR GOLDSMITH: We are making a little 
here, senator, I thid.  
Basically, the problem -- this is 

18 There were some other props we were suppose to 
19 use. 
20 This is a -- we retooled this 
21 (indicating:) in about 36 hours time to allow to be 
22 fired from it plane that was incapable of firing 
23 that missile. I have no idea what's inside of it, 

24 really a good way to visualize it. So the pilots 24 but they did it rapidly and the missile worked. - I 
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1 1  calculated here is quite unusual for a number of 1 1  of what's happening in Indianapolis. 
12 reasons: First of all, we are just a building and Just, finally, Mr. Chairman, 

6 MAYOR  OLDS SMITH: Let me then move to another 
7 issue. So we have the fact that we have special 
8 attributes in support of the Department of 
9 Defense. 

10 The way that the numbers were 

113 there isn't much to be saved from closing a I 13 Members of the Commission, we think we have a I 

1 Now how much time do I have left? 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: well, you have nine minutes 
3 and 45 seconds, Mr. Mayor, but you have a little 
r space here. The senator was a little short, so 
s was the congressman. 

6 they are spending $50 million to move these same 
7 parts to China Lake. 
8 Originally we were told there's a 
9 need to protect Patch River and China Lake. 

l o  They're incurring an enormous cost in part because 

I integration system development, the only place in 
2 the navy this occurs, and that's what we got zeros 
3 for in terms of military value. It's almost 
4 incomprehensible, and, secondly, what's even more 
5 puzzling is that the Navy valued us at zero and 

1 a moving the equipment. 
17 Just anecdotally, from the 
18 application of a computer model, it's very 

14 building, spending hundreds of millions of dollars 
i s  transferring people from building to building and 

19 difficult to figure out how that saves any money, 
20 very few military people on the site as one large 
21 building's 160 acres, nothing to be saved by the 
22 move. 
23 Secondly, and I have to say even 

14 proposal, because of the nature of men and women 
15 at NAWC.  his is a no-lose proposal for the 
16 Ikpartment of Defense. And the reason I'm excited 
17 we received so much support from high ranking 
18 officials in the Department of the Defense who 
19 essentially propose the military use strength and 
20 command strike under Crane just as the Commission 
21 proposed. 
22 We would reduce the overhead rate 
23 even more than the 25 percent that's been reduced 

1 2 model are bi-. 1 2 Navy so that we would essentially produce only I 

(S 

1 3  Our installation received zeros for I 3 marginal cost occupying the space. We would I 
1 4 military value in its corp. competitive strengths, 1 4 spin-off that to private sector companies that I 

24 more puzzling, in fact, it must be an inadvertent 
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1 error that the military value calculations in this 

24 in the last several years. The City of 
-. 
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1 Indianapolis would acquire the building from the 

5 not a low score, zeros. We received zero for full 
6 spectrum life cycle responsibility, zero for total 

9 integration responsibility. 9 Navy. 

110 Since the congressman and senator Now we have -- sure, we have a list 1 

s would have a seemless approach to naval 
6 development and we would essentially continue to 

7 system integration responsibility, zero for system 
8 integration responsibility, and zero for component 

7 produce a full-spectrum comprehensive program and 
8 platform development for the Department of the 1 

113 you why zeros in these areas are absolutely 113 employees, but I will say even more fundamentally I 
1 1  and Mr. Lawrence spoke quickly, I'd like to use 
12 four of their minutes before my summation showing 

14 impossible, and, if they were scored correctly, 
1s why we wouldn't be on the closure list. 
16 (A brief pause.) 

I I of four or five private companies that have 
12 expressed a willingness to take over these 

14 that I'm so confident about this that we are 
15 willing to take the risk. There is no risk to the 
16 Navy because these employees will be cut in half. 

Each second counts. You have to 
18 start quickly. 

17 The base will be closed pursuant to what the Navy 
18 wants to do. Command structure will be merged 

19 (Whereupon, a videotape was 
20 shown.) 
2 1 (End of Videotape.) 
22 I appreciate your indulgence The 
23 reason I think this is important is because what 
24 we do is full spectrum, full life cycle, full 

1 

19 into Crane. 
20 What happens if the private side 
21 doesn't work? Two, three, four, five years from 
22 now the Navy still has the flexibility to go ahead 
23 and move the remaining 1580, 1400 Navy employees. 
24 So, essentially, what we are 
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proposing today is a system that says (A) we would 

: like for you to look at the methodology and the 
dculations. There's really all sorts of ways 

numbers work, but., more importantly than that, 
i we have a group of individuals whose value is not 
: the building, it's their brains and their teams, 
- and this can be left in tact. We can save $1 00 
J million more than has been proposed before this 
:, Commission. 
1 We are coming before this 

Commission today and we think in a way that's 
2 different from anyone else. We are not saying 
; don't close our installation. We are saying you 
J should close our installation. You should close 
i our installation and save a hundred million 
? dollars more than what the Navy has proposed, but 
- the way to prepare our country for the future by 
3 smart buying acquisition management is to close 
4 us, consolidate us into Crane, transfer -- keep in 

3 place, transfer back essentially 13, 1200 
:I employees, allow us to privatize the other half of 
2 it, stabilize the operation and see what happens 
I; over a three-to-five year period of time. 

condense1tm - BASE CLOSURI 
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1 researching and prototype that was shown in the 
2 video where in nowhere else in the country will 
3 save the taxpayers a hundred million dollars. 
4 Thank you very much for your time. 
5 CHAIP.h4AN DMON: Well, thank you very much, 
6 Mr. Mayor, for that very unique presentation, a 
7 fine presentation. We are indebted to you for it. 
8 I might respond by saying that in 
9 the course of my elective career, which spans four 

10 decades plus, I knew, as a freshman member of the 
1 1  Illinois Hlouse, the distinguished mayor of Chicago 
1 2  before he came mayor of Chicago when he was in the 
13 Stevenso~l cabinet in the early '50s. He went on 
14 to be a towering giant, the great mayor of this 
15 city, Richard J. Daley, who was said in his time 
16 he built the greatest political organization then 
17 known in the world. 
18 I-lis son is now a great mayor of 
19 this city, Richard M. Daley, just reelected 
20 overwhel~ningly in recognition of his outstanding 
21 contributions as a great leader of this City of 
22 Chicago, much of which was done with 
23 privatization, Mr. Mayor. 

The Navy is out not a cent. They 
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Senate, I supported on many occasions, both as a 
member of the Armed Services Committee and 
chairman of the subcommittee and other places, the 
idea of privatization. It's a valuable 
contribution. 

I'm pleased that you and 
Indianapolis and others in Louisville, Kentucky, 
both suggc:sted that we look at this, and we must 
say to you that we're not sure of the extent our 
legal authority in this connection, but we are 
going to ciuefully evaluate it, and I know that I 
speak for ]my colleagues when we say we are 
interested in what you are suggesting to us and 
indebted to you for the time you spent on it. 

Clcr any of my colleagues have a 
question? 

(No verbal response.) 
I thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. 

MAYOR (iOLDSh4lTH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Applause. 
CHAIRkWN DIXON: The best to you. 

The State of Kentucky is next. Now 
we are a little bit -- five minutes ahead of 
schedule. Are the folks from Kentucky comfortable 

24 As a member of the United States 
-. 
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I have saved a hundred million. They have downsized 
2 their work force. They closed the base and they 
: have kept the most valuable people in terms of 
4 electronic acquisition in place for dual 
5 technology development in the future. 
3 If those things are done, 
- Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission, let me 
3 just -- one last example. As your staff gets into 
9 the COBRA model, you'll see that one-time closure 

costs in Indianapolis are listed at 77 million. 
I This is interesting because the numbers submitted 
1 were 187 million, and when the Commission staff 
j met in Indiana on Monday and they asked NAWC 

- 4  employees how much it would cost to move the 
5 facility, it was 250 million. We calculated that 
j it will take net present value of what the Navy 

: .- has proposed is a substantial minus; ours is a 
i 
j . 3  plus. 

9 So, in summary, Mr. Chairman, 
i:" Members of the Commission, we come before you with 

unique proposal, one that's good for the ~l!!m& untry. It's good for the Navy. It's good for 
3 the employees. It's good for my city. It will 

allow for acquisition, management and development, 
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1 2 and congressman and others here. 1 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair recognizs I 
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I with going forward? Great to see my old friend 

Page 179 
1 part. 

1 7 cKAIRMAN DMON: Oh, no. The typical l 7  Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, and thank I 

3 I'm not throwing you out, 
4 Mr. Mayor. 
5 MAYOR GOLDSMITH: I know. I had five minutes 
6 left. 

3 Congressman Michael Ward. 
4 PRESENTATION 
5 BY 
6 CONGRESSMAN WARD: 

l o  is arranging the chairs, let me simply say that 1 appreciate the Members of the 
11 the State of Kentucky has been allotted 45 minutes C:omrnission who have come today to listen to our 

8 politician's response after five minutes. 
While the delegation from Kentucky 

1 12 for its presentation. (12  proposal. First, I want to make it very clear I 

8 you very much for allowing us this opportunity to 
9 rnake our presentation. 

I note the presence of Congressman 113 that my preference is to keep the Naval Ordnance I 
14 Mike Ward; former congressman, Ron Mazzoli, and 
I 5 Judge~Executive David Armstrong of Jefferson 

19 Louisville. There may be others. I'm embarrassed to say that I seem 
In any event, it has been requested 1:: to forget about half the time that I'm mandated by 

14 Station at Louisville open. It is a world class 
15 facility and, in my judgment, should never have 1 

16 County, Kentucky; Mr. Larry Craig, the president 
17 of the Machinist Union Local; Mayor Jerry 
18 Abramson, the distinguished mayor of the City of 

I that rather than allotting certain periods of time 121 law under the statute to ask you all to stand and I 

16 been placed on the base closure list. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me, Congressman Ward. 
18 Please stop the clock. 

22 that we simply run a 45-minute clock. 
Who speaks for the delegation? 

I ;: n i r  your right hand. 
That's what you are going to have 

1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Congressman Ward, is that 
2 satisfactory? Is that what you want to do is run 
3 a 45-minute clock and you allot your own time? 
4 CONGRESSMAN WARD: That would be fine. 
5 CHAIRMAN DMON: ~ieutenant Governor Patton 
6 is here as well from the State of Kentucky. I 
7 thank you. 
8 That will be the ruling of the 
9 Chair that when their clock begins upon the 

10  recognition of Congressman Ward, we'll run a 
1 1 45-minute clock. 
12 Congressman Ward, I think you have 
13 a clock over there. You can kind of watch your 
14 own time and so forth. 
15 CONGRESSMAN WARD: You'll start that for me? 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: whenever you get up there. 
17 I'm not going to take any time from you. I'm not 
18 going to start that clock until you get started. 
19 Are you ready, sir? Let's wait until we get 
20 everyth~ng setup here. Let's let everybody get 
21 their material posted. We are getting a lot of 
22 trial lawyers in here today. 
23 CONGRESSMAN WARD: Excuse us while we move. 
24 We do this without music, which is the amazing 

24 MAYOR ABRAMSON: Congressman Ward does. 

Page 178 
(Witnesses sworn.) 

We'll start the clock again. Thank 
you, sir. 

CONGRESSMAN WARD: 1'11 throw out part of my 
testimony. 

Good afternoon and thank you, 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, I 
appreciate your taking the time -- I think I will 
stiut at the beginning again to just to make sure 
kvc: have it all in one package. 

I want to make it clear from the 
kery outset that my preference is to keep the 
Naval Ordnance Station at Louisville open. It is 
a world class facility, in my opinion, and should 
never have been put on the closure list. 

Absent that, I feel that a portion 
of it should be kept open and in the control of 
dw: Navy. But if the Commission does not remove 
dw. facility from the list, and if the Navy is 
just bent on seeing it closed, we believe the 
following proposal offers the best possible plan 
tcb achieve the objectives of the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission has for Louisville without 
dtsrupting the most comprehensive gun repair 
- 
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Congressman Mazzoli is here today 
as well representing the business community of our 
region is vice chair of the board of directors of 
the Louisville area Chamber of Commerce; Jefferson 
County Judge David Annstrong, the former attorney 
general of our commonwealth and outstanding leader 
in our community as our county judge/executive; 
also, Louisville Mayor Jerry Abramson, one of our 
country's most progressive urban leaders, and last 
year's president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors; 
also Mr. Larry Craig, who is president of Local 
Lodge 830 of the International Association of 
Machinlists and Aerospace Workers, which represents 
about two-thirds of the work force at the Navel 
0rdnant.x Station. 

I'm also submitting a letter for 
the record from members of Congress and the 
affected area in support of our plan. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us here today 
are convinced that our proposal offers both a 
vision for the needs of the Navy and the 
Department of Defense in the 21st Century and a 
model for preserving and enhancing the industrial 

Page 181 
. overhaul and maintenance facility in the nation. 

Our community proposal -- and we , 

all it the "Louisville Plan." We are going to 
m t l i n e  in here with some bullet points -- with 

5 your agreement and support, will achieve the 
i following: It will save the Navy in excess of - S300 million while reducing the Navy's 
3 infrastructure in Louisville to virtually zero. 
3 It will maintain the world class 
I naval gun work now being done at Louisville 
: uithout disrupting its state-of-the-art operation 

2 synergy. 
3 It will create a naval gun center 
4 of excellence that will become a model for our 
j Armed Services and the defense industry as we 
j prepare for the security threat of the next 

-7 Century. 

8 The Louisville Plan will bring in 
9 key defense contractors and retain only inherent 

19 governmental engineering work at Louisville. 
11 It will remove this facility from 
2 the Navy's inventory and provide an affordable way 
3 to retain the defense infrastructure and 
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I some of the Navy's most critical weapons systems. 
7 - This is not only a Louisville 
j plan. It is of great interest to the Navy. We 
4 have enclosed a letter of endorsement from the 
5 Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 
j Robert Perry. We got it yesterday afternoon. We 
7 were not able to put it in the printed package 
3 that you see, so we slid it in under the front 

9 Page. 
.O Before I introduce our team, let me 
- 1 say we welcome your comments, concerns and 
- 2  observations about our plan. Please don't 
-3 hesitate to intermpt or ask any questions or make 
- 4  any comments at any point in our discussion. 
5 Here today with me we have our 

- 6  Lieutenant Governor Paul Patton on my far left to 
' 7  the Commission who's representing the Commonwealti 
- 3  of Kentucky. 

1:9 We have former United States 
j." Representative Ron Mazzoli who represented our 

ysrY mrnunity in Congress for a quarter of a century 
p until January of this year and is an expert on 

3 the Louisville Naval Ordnance Station and its 
14 potential. 
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tate-of-the-art work now done in Louisville on 
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future role as the world's only super power. 

Now if I may, let me introduce 
former Clongressman Ron Mazzoli. 

PRESENTATION 
BY 

CONGRESSMAN MAZZOLI: 
'Thank you very much, Congressman 

Ward, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the 
Commission. Thank you very much for your time 
today, and with respect to you, Mr. Chairman and 
Mr. Kling, thank you very much for having come to 
Louisville last week and for your staff, some of 
whom are here, for their time as well. 

CHAIRMAN DMON: If 1 may intermpt, on 
behalf of C:omrnissioner Kling and myself, we were 
very pleased with the outstanding presentation 
that you made. 

CONGR.E:SSMAN MAZZOLI: Thank you very much. 
We shoulti probably provide rubber sole shoes for 
those trips that we didn't do. Maybe the next 
time around. I want to thank the Chairman also as 
Chairman Ward has said, I do serve on the board of 
directors of' the chamber so I speak on behalf of 
the business community as well. 

24 might needed by the United States in its new and 
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1 2 I believe you remember, Mr. Chairman, goes back 
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3 really a full generation. In 1971 when I was 
4 elected to Congress, my then neighbor -- my today 

Page 185 
I My association with Naval Ordnance, 

5 neighbor, Clarence Strong, was the technical 
6 director of Naval Ordnance and it was Clarence who 

Page 187 
I I remember when Commissioner Cox 

7 suggested I come out and take a look at Naval 
8 Ordnance. So in 1971,I began what would be 
9 basically annual visits to see how the facility 

2 (xsked a question at your hearing in Washington of 
3 lhe caucus at the ftrst day of the public hearings 
4 iin which he asked the Navy about something along 
5 rhe lines of privatization and about new 
6 inter-servicing, and my recollection is they said 
7 c:ouldnlt really get into those plans at this BRAC 
8 level, at this B-SAC level but that you, 
9 indicating the BRAC ~ornmission, could, indeed, 

110 was moving, and I would say, Mr. Chairman, that I ( 10  ~rview it. I 
I I I know the people, and I know the process very well I 1 I So our plan is premised on the idea I 

I believe that the story of my I Out""- 
14 neighbor and friend, Clarence Strong, is really 
15 the story of Naval Ordnance, and that is 
16 dedication to the Navy and to the nation, 

12 that if the Navy found this very attractive, and 
13 it has, every level of Navy has said it's an 
14 excellent plan but wejust can't doitbecausewe 
15 cton't have the authority; BRAC commission has the 
16 illlth~rity, and I hope that you do. 

17 patriotic service to the country and excellence in 
18 work product. 
19 I remember back in 1993 saying to 
20 Chairman Courter that the Naval Ordnance Station 
21 in Louisville is the best of the breed, but, as 
22 you see in one of our slides here, it's also the 

3 Century, and that can happen, Mr. Chairman, if our 
4 plan, which will be discussed in great detail by 
5 my colleague, is adopted. 

17 Our plan, as I say, very simply 
18 would do all the things which General Sullivan, 
19 fldrniral Kelso, General Powell said in the summer 
20 of' 1993 to Chairman Courter of this Commission and 
21 that is start inter-servicing, start purpling, as 
22 we call it, start publiclprivate partnerships, 

23 last of the breed, and we think for a number of 
24 reasons it has been the gunsmith to the Navy for 
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1 the past half century and be continued as gunsmith 
2 to the nation and to the free world for the 21 st 

6 Let me just kind of -- my point is 
7 to talk a little bit about the history of the 
8 Naval Ordnance Station and a little bit about the 
9 history of our plan, and it did not spring full 

23 and, for pete's sake, get rid of this stuff, as 
24 licimiral Stern calls it, get rid of the overhead. 

-. 

Page 188 
1 And, Mr. Chairman, distinguished 
2 nmber s  of this panel, that is exactly what our 

l o  bloom from Zeus on Mount Olympus. 
1 1  This plan goes back all the way to 
12 two days after BRAC '93 finished its verdict, 

3 plans are, inter-servicing, publiclprivate 
4 partnership and get rid of the overhead. 
5 1'11 let my friends talk about the 
6 plan. Let me come back to my friend, Ckence 
7 Strong, again for a moment because in 1941 
8 Cktrence came from the Navy gun factory in 
9 Washington, D.C. to Louisville, Kentucky to the 

l o  Naval Ordnance plant, one of seven in the nation, 
1 1  aind, as you'll see soon, it's the last of those 
12 st:ven plants. There is no other plant. 

13 which was to keep us open, and it has progressed And we think for that reason that 
14 ever since, and we have just -- very briefly, we 14 Clarence came to Louisville to light a candle to 

1 8 Secretary Gotenbaum (phonetic), Admiral Skinner, 
'19 Admiral Sargent, Mr. Charles, Mr. DeFalco and 
20 people from Hughes and from United Defense 
21 contractors about our plan for privatization, and 
22 1 think it's very interesting. I was listening to 
23 Mayor Goldsmith a moment ago and he said the words 

15 have talked to and worked with Secretary Perry, 
16 Secretary Deutch, Secretary Perry, Secretary 
17 Laklin, Secretary Danzi, General Clue (phonetic), 

18 ready during the Korean War, during the Vietnam 
19 Wi, and certainly during the Gulf War, and we 
20 f~ilfilled that purpose and had a role to play. 
21 I made the point in BRAC '93 at 
22 Louisville, at Columbus, and again in Washington, 
23 MI.  Chairman, that whenever, the past half 

15 h:lp America prepare for the Second World War, and 
16 the results of that we won the Second World War. 
17 The Navy Ordnance was at the -- 

24 that could be taken from my mouth. 24 century, the nation has made it to mobilize 
- I 
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1 forward that Naval Ordnance Station has been there 
2 to help in that mobilization. 

engineering production, manufacturing, 
prototyping, technology, that's the sort of thing 
we need very much, not only in the Navy but in the 
nation. 

So, Mr. Chairman, to sum up, our 
request to this Commission is that 1 accept the 
recommendation from the Navy but reject that 
recommendation to the extent that you order the 
Navy, you direct the Navy Ordnance that the Navy 
cooperate with the State of Kentucky, with the 
City of Louisville, with the County of Jefferson 
in implementing our plan for a governmentfindustry 
partnership, which will continue for the 21 st 
Century the tradition of excellence in 
gunsmithing, which Clarence Strong and thousands 
of men and women have created since 1941 at that 
142-acre plot of ground on South Side Drive in 
Louisville, Kentucky, which you visited last 
week. 

Page 191 
1 Avoiding having to relocate the 
2 work and cx~uipment in Louisville will save 

We think that this facility full 1  nice, full spectrum, life cycle activity, 
3 hundreds of million of dollars that would 
4 otherwise lk spent to break apart and reassemble 

1 plan. We call it the "Louisville plan." We hope 
2 the BRAC commission can adopt it. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you very much, 
4 Congressman Mazzoli, for that excellent 
5 contribution. 
6 CONGRESSMAN WARD: Before we proceed, 

Mr. Chairman, we think it's a good 
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[ 7 Mr. Chairman, let me add a few words regarding 1 7 

24 

1 8 recent events at the Naval Ordnance Station. 1 
I 9 As many of you may know, we have 1 9  
110 significant concerns about the conflicting numbers 1 10 

11 1 that have been used to calculate the cost of b1 
12 closing the Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville. 
13 Frankly, we don't know precisely 
14 what it will cost to close the Naval Ordnance, to 
I 5 move the critical functions and accomplish their 
16 two other installations to reequip, retrain and 
17 move critical personnel and jobs, but all of us 
18 here today know, without question, it will cost 

1 9  literally hundreds of millions of taxpayer 
7' -lollars, regardless of the precise cost, whether 

s $1 03 million, as the Navy now has estimated 
BRAc '95, or $623 million, as the Navy 

23 estimated in BRAC '93.  here's a real question 
24 that needs answered. 

elsewhere at far lower efficiency and 
effectiveness the work now done in Louisville. 

Mr. Chairman, our proposal has 
three key ohjectives: First, reduce the Navy's 
infrastructlm. As you see in the chart on your 
far left, it 1s a considerable matter; number two, 
protect the gun weapons system expertise now 
resident at I~3uisville, as you can see from the 
second chart, core capability; three, protect the 
people at Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville and 
the important contribution they make to our 
national def~nse and our regional economy. 

Specifically, we ask the Commission 
to recommend that the Naval Ordnance Station's 
industrial complex become the centralized Navy 
source for gun systems as the -- excuse me -- as 
the nation':; naval gun center of excellence. 

We propose to accomplish this 
through a collaborative effort teaming our 
community with the Navy and some of America's most 

Page 192 
capable defense contractors. 

To achieve that objective, we 
believe the Commission needs to approve a 
recommendation that achieves at least the 
following, and we believe that that recommendation 
can be approved by the Commission in full 
accordance with the language that was included in 
the recornrnendation to the Commission from the 
Navy. 

We have had this discussion with 
those in tk Navy who were involved in writing 
this language and they feel that their language 
does provi~k: the flexibility for privatization and 
the change!; which we are proposing. 

We propose language which transfers 
the Naval Ordnance Station from Navy ownership to 
local government ownership. That leaves in place 
the workload for both the Navy Gun Weapons System 
Replacement Program and the Phaleen (phonetic) 
product line and retains the gun systems 
engineering support as a Navy function at the 
center. 

OIU plan has several key 
component:s. The Navy would transfer ownership of 

Page 189 - Page 192 



2 our local government for conversion to a mixed 
3 industrial park. 

The Commission would recommend that 
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2 I ,ouisville is an installation, extremely unique 
3 facilities, equipment and literally thousands of 
4 years of combined work force expertise. 

Page 193 
1 the Naval Ordnance Station industrial complex to 

I 5 first the key gun systems work continue to be Mr. Chairman, as you and 
6 performed in Louisville by private defense 6 Commissioner Kling so graciously witnessed one 

Page 195 
I What the Navy now enjoys at 

7 contractors and, second, the navy engineering 
8 presence would remain at the new Louisville 
9 center. 

7 week ago today, that combination cannot be 
8 duplicated at any other department of the Navy or 
9 Department of Defense installation without 

I 12 facility to perform gun system and gun fire 1 ; ; locations. 
I 3 control systems overall and remanufacture. With the continuing downward 

A major defense contractor, most / :P likely United Defense LP, will lease part of the 

14 A second major defense contractor, 
15 probably Hughes Missile System Company, would 
16 lease part of the facility and perform phaleen 

l o  incurring tremendous relocation and preparation 
1 I costs both at Louisville and the receiving 

I 7 (phonetic) weapons system, manufacture, 
18 remanufacture and overall. 
19 A defense contractor, again United 

14 ]pressure of the defense budget, we understand the 
15 'Navy's view. They can no longer maintain the 
16 Naval Ordnance Station at Louisville as a whole 
17 public naval-owned installation. 
18 While it may be too expensive to 
19 inaintain the status quote in Louisville, it is 

22 support function. 
23 Finally, the defense contractor's 
24 offered first right of refusal for new jobs to 

20 Defense LF is the likely candidate, would lease 
21 part of the facility to perform the industrial 
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1 displace naval ordnance employees, and that's very 
2 important to us. 

20 adso grossly expensive to move the defense 
21 industrial capacity that resides there. I 
22 Simply closing the installation and 
23 spreading its functions around the country not 
24 only is clearly cost-prohibitive but it would 
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1 cause a severe irretrievable loss of the 
2 clisarmament system. 

Mr. Chairman, your package contains Our proposal, on the contrary, 1 letters of intent from both United Defense and 1 supports the Secretary of the Navy's BRAC 

I 5 Hughes Missile System spelling out their strong 1 5 mxommendations reducing the Navy's infrastructure 1 
6 interest in participating in this plan. 
7 These letter, while dated last 
8 week, are the culmination of months and months of 

6 by closing the Louisville facility as a Navy 
7 installation. 
8 USL, as an acronym, will be 

1 9 ongoing meetings with these contractors. 1 9 considered a closure for the BUC purposes under I 
10 Obviously, we believe this proposal presents 
1 1  manifold advantage, a win, win, win situation, if 
12 youwill. 
13 I've asked the leaders of our local 
14 government, Jefferson County JudgeIExecutive David 
1s Armstrong, and Louisville Mayor, Jeny Abramson, 
16 to outline these advantages for you. 
17 First, David Armstrong. 
18 PRESENTATION 

19 BY 

l o  this proposal. The plan by retaining most of the 
11 current Navy workload at Louisville minimizes the 
12 hlavy's relocation costs that would otherwise be 
13 netgssary under the current recommendation to 
14 rc:locate Louisville's activities, workload and 
IS facilities. 
16 It epitomizes the Navy's gun system 
17 capacity utilization by using the country's most 
18 comprehensive and capable gun facility in the 
19 world. 

w 
23 proven capabilities that are unmatched anywhere in 
24 America. 

20 MR. ARMSTRONG: 
Chairman Dixon, Members of the 

22 Commission, our proposal will keep in tact the 
23 words, it would be relatively simple to integrate 
24 new manufacturing into Louisville's current 

20 As you may know, overhaul capacity 
21 is more complex than it is of the new 
22 manufacturing system and processes. In other 
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1 existing capabilities. It maintains and 
1 : centralues and focuses all navy gun system's 
A 

.apability and improving the depth and breadth of 
capability. 

The Department of Defense and the 

/ I capacity. In other words, we have too much stuff. We have gone through this process 
I .  
I , Besides the best industrial I 1; several times already. In 1991 we had an 

1 got to give you a little background to make sure 
2 you understand this best of the breed, last of the 
3 breed. 
4 Ilon't forget Louisville is the home 
5 of the Kentucky Derby, so we put things in the 

/ 1 Navy gun system requirements for the foreseeable 
- 

future are significantly less than the combined or 
! the combination of the publiclprivate industrial 

/ . . capabhty, Louisville also has more than 
I: sufficient capacity for all the foreseeable gun 
:r system requirements. 

6 context of the horse racing business and the 
7 breeding concerns, but we are, in fact, the last 
8 and we Mieve the best. 

1 I opportunity to go through the process and they 
12 restructured the facility because of its 

1 13 importance to the Navy. 
It creates a new cost-effective way In 1993 we were placed on the 

I I: to perform Navy and other department defense gun closure list. We went through this process and we 
1 : 1 rynw repairs, overhaul and manufacturing with 1 16 were taken off the closure li& b e c a d  of the I 
/ - what we and others believe is a very significant 
' ! inter-servicing potential at this location. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, our plan 
,?: encourages publiclprivate partnerships in the 
1:. defense sector, a key initiative that the Pentagon 
/Z  and under President Clinton has directed. 
-- 

I- It will produce an appropriate mix 

17 imp~rtarace of this facility and the fact that it 
18 was the l ~ s t  of the breed, but the last of its 
19 kind, the last of the breed. 
20 Immediately after BRAC 1993, we 
21 could set: that there was -- that there were clouds 
22 a coming; in '95 because we've been there and we 
23 have done that and we understood the difficulties 

- ?f publiclprivate responsibility and partnership 124 each and every other year that seem to come our I 

1 : essential capabilities. 
1 Mr. Chairman, three weeks ago Vice 
i Admiral George Sterner spoke to many of us here. 
: Admiral Sterner. Is the Navy C system command, 
- said the Navy simply has too much stuff, and he 

1 said the local plan allows the Navy to preserve 
I ; some good stuff at the Naval Ordnance Station in 
1 - : ~ouisville. 
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1 . that could prove to be a model for other defense 
i : efforts as we strive to downsize and maintain - 

focus on where we could respond to the needs of 
the Navy and to the needs of this nation. 

So we tried to assess, with the 
help of the Navy and the Defense Department, the 
goal of what would occur in 1995, and we found 
that the Navy wanted to reduce its ownership of 
infrastructure. That was the goal. 

We found that the Navy was 

1 way. 
2 From that day forward, we began to 

1.: for the Navy because it receives an enhanced 113 critical gun maintenance and overhaul capabilities ( 

In short, by preserving the good 1:: stuff at Louisville, there is a win-win situation 

. A  capability at a very low cost. The defense 

. i contractors would gain a broader business base. 

. . - .  As Mayor Abramson will describe in 

11 interested in continuing Louisville as a world 
12 class facillty so that it could preserve the 

14 for the Navy. 
15 We understood as a goal that they 
16 wanted to keep in place, if possible, the 

expertise and the technologically proficient work 
force, as well as some very sophisticated, as you, 
Mr. Kling, and you, Mr. Chairman, saw, some 
sophisticated facilities. If you could keep the 
facility and proficient technologically-skilled 
work form together, you had a win-win 
opportunity. 

,4 nd, finally, there was a real 

.- a moment, our community gains significantly. 

. r Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 1:: PRESENTATION 
(2 :  BY 

MAYOR ABRAMSON: 
Mr. Chairman, I am Mayor Jeny 

on. Ladies and Gentlemen of the Commission, 
you for the opportunity to be here. I have 

I I - I 
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I 1 chance to create a Naval Gun Center of excellence I 1 well as the Army, the contract for the Marines six I 

2 that could be a model in the future for cross -- 
3 for branches of the different arms of the service 
4 to be able to inter-service and use this -- that 

2 or seven years of work to be able to refurbish the 
3  vehicles that was used in Somalia and the Persian 
4 Gulf. Those also could be used as an opportunity 

s facility by other arms -- other branches. s for inter-servicing in our community. 1 Now to reduce the Navy's ownership The bottom line is we have been 

9 acres of the naval facility. 
10 Now what you see up there on the 
I I chart is the location of the naval facility. You 

7 of infrastructure, which we are concerned about, 
8 the city is prepared to assume ownership of 142 

9 !iomething that came to our minds a week-and-half 
10 iigo, a month-and-a-half ago or a year ago. It's 
I 1 Im something that we began talking with under 

7 working on this for several years. No one should 
8 walk away from this proposal thinking that it was 

12 see that it's contagious to the international 
13 airport, which happens to be the United Parcel 

11 6 employees. You see contiguous to the regional 116 Environment, and he feels this is a very positive I 

12 lkcretary Danzi a year-and-a-half ago. It's 
13 something that -- a proposal that we have worked 

14 Service overnight hub. They're now the largest 
I S  employer in the Louisville area, about 12,000 

117 rare rail, freight yards and you see the 117 way and approach for the Navy to be successful and I 

14 with the Assistant Secretary Robert Perry who is 
I 5 lhe Assistant Secretary for Installation and 

It gives us an opportunity for an The Navy Depot Assistant Secretary 
21 outstanding chance for development of a very 1:: Charles DeFalco got to the point where we met him 

18 capability of east, west, north, south interstate 
19 traffic for highway truck traffic. 

18 lo provide an opportunity for keeping our country 
19 strong. 

24 synergy that exist with the location of the after week, month after month, whether its the 

I facility, vis-a-vis the rail, the air, and the 1 caunty judge, whether it's former Congressman 
2 highways. 2 (jreen, whether it's Congressman Ward, we have been 

22 successful industrial park in support of the 
23 Navy's mission, and it's so easy to see the 

22 t:nough his secretary says, hello, Jeny, when I 
23 \walk in. We have got -- excuse me. We have week 

Secondly, to insure that the 
4 experienced, technologically-proficient work I 3 working with the Navy to understand their goals 

4 and to fashion for them what they, in fact, are 
s force, as well as the investment, stays in place, 
6 we have in your packet strong letters of 

5 going to need, and then when you get the Navy 
6 tlirectly, Vice Admiral Sterner with their 

1 7 commitment or, let's say, interest from Hughes 
8 Missile Systems, as well as United Defense LP, to 

1 I I service of the men and women who work there with I 1 1  would submit to you that what you see up here I 

7 cxiricature or their focus of the opportunities at 
8 Naval Ordnance Louisville as a collaboration among 

9 partner with the Navy and with Louisville to 
10 insure that we can continue the outstanding 

12 the facilities that exist there to insure the 
13 mission of the Navy is met. 

9 the city with the defense contractors and the Navy 
10 providing an opportunity for them to grow, we 

12 provides the Navy with its goals, we meet each and 
I 3 every one of them, and we think it provides a 

114 We also have an opportunity in 114 great opportunity for the future of this country. I 
1s terms of a goal to create a facility that will When you speak in terms of 
16 become, and should become, I would submit to you, technologically proficient and skilled work force 
17 an inter-service model for all the branches. 
18 Fort Knox, Kentucky, is an hour 
19 away. The Abrams tank -- facility at the Naval 

17 that stay in place and with the private businesses 
18 joining with us in a partnership, it's a triple 
19 win, as Congressman Ward said. 

20 Ordnance facility can interact with the Abrams 
21 tank and be able to provide refurbishment work for 
22 that piece of equipment, the Bradley fighting 

20 We're prepared to do that. We are 
21 preparsd to implement that. With your guidance 
22 and with your support, we'll be able to do that 

23 gear, again Fort Campbell right down the road from 
24 Louisville, the capability of having the Navy, as 

23 sooner than later. We hope that you support our 
24 efforts on this, and we thank you for your time. 
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I CHAIRMAN DMON:  hank you, Mr. Mayor. 
MR. WARD: NOW, Mr. Chairman, it's my 

easure to introduce our Lieutenant Governor of 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, Paul Patton. 

5 GOVERNOR PATTON: P hank you, Congressman 
6 Ward. 
7 CHAIRMAN DMON: Governor, let me say we are 
8 delighted to have you. As you know, your governor 
9 was at your presentation and we appreciate the 

10 fact that your entire state administration has 
I I supported this view. 
12 PRESENTATION 

13 BY 
I4 LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR PATTON: 

15 That's the message that he wanted 
16 me to reiterate in front of the Commission. You 
17 refer to your visit last week, and the governor 
18 was very pleased to be able to devote the time for 
I9 that. Unfortunately, today was just an 

120 impossibility for him, so he asked me to come and 
I 

121 deliver to you his personal official letter of 
122 endorsement of this project, which should be in 
27 your packets, and my comments are also there. 

I e n t k  leadership of Kentucky enthusiastically 
2 supports the plan that you adhere here today. 
3 It is totally, totally logical and 
4 doable to privatize the operations in local rather 
5 than see those state-of-the-art facilities and the 
6 quality work being done there abandoned, 
7 dismantled and disbursed to other areas. 
8 While, as Congressman Ward, I don't 
9 know the exact cost of closing the facility, 1 do 
10 know, since I'm a former member of the -- or head 
I I of the cabinet of Renomination Development of 
I 2 Kentucky, that such closings are very, very 
13 suspicious indeed. Beyond the expense, the U.S. 
14 Navy would lose a highly-trained, 

1 15 highly-efficient, and highly-motivated work force 
1 6  if Louisville operations were shut down and moved 
; I 7 to other locations. 
18 Every one of those jobs is 

I 19 important to us. While maintaining the status quo 
' "  nay not be viable, as apparently it is not, 
I vatizing the operation would maintain the work, 

serve the expertise we built in Louisville, 
23 save perhaps hundreds, perhaps millions of dollars 
24 in closings and relocation costs and create a 

"V 
My message to you today is that the 
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model defense-related industrial park that would 
be second to none in the world. 

In closing, let first me assure you 
that the executive and legislative leadership of 
the State of Kentucky are committed to seeing that 
the priva1:ization of Louisville's Naval Ordnance 
facility is successful. We stand ready to work 
with you, the Navy, the Department of Defense, and 
our good colleagues on this team to make 
privatization in Louisville work. 

Again. Thank you for this 
opportunity, and if you will excuse me, I have a 
plane to catch. 

CHAIR MAN DMON: well, thank you very much, 
Governor Patton. 

C0NGbU:SSMAN WARD: Mr. Chairman, as you can 
see, we have widespread support among the 
government and community leaders, but this support 
would be nothing if we had not been every step of 
the way nlaking sure that our plans and our 
proposals were in accordance with our long-term 
goal. 

OIU goal is very simple, to keep 
24 the work, to keep the people, to keep the families 
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who rely on the ordnance and who have dedicated 
their lives to the service of their country in 
tact and in place. 

To that end, I'm very glad to 
introduce the president of the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical and Aerospace Workers, 
Lodge No. 830, who represent just about a third of 
the emplo!/ees at the plant. This is Lany Craig. 

CHAIRP*WN DIXON: Mr. Craig, we are happy to 
have you, slr. 

PKESENTATION 
BY 

MR. CRAIG: 
Thank you. Chairman Dixon, 

distinguish members of the Base Closure 
Realignment Commission, good afternoon. 

I )bring you greetings from the 
International Association of Machinists and 
Aerospace Workers, International President, George 
J. Corpeus 

TI% IAM represents over one-half 
million members throughout the United States, 
Canada anti Panama, including the bargaining units 
at the Naval1 Ordnance Station at Louisville. 

I I - I 
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113 plan presented to you today that privatizes our 113 following, and, again, this, we are told, is in 

Page 209 
I Under the leadership of President 
2 Corpeus, the machinist union understands full well 
3 that true job security in today's global market 
r place and a highly competitive shrinking U.S. 
s Industrial workplace lay squarely in our ability 
6 as workers to compete. 
7 The IAM supports true partnership 
8 with employers to develop high-performance work 
9 organizations that are efficient and productive 

l o  producing high quality while paying good wages and 
I I benefits. 
12 Machinist Local 830 supports the 

114 Navy facility as an alternative to closure. It's 114 keeping with the language that was delivered to 

Page 21 
I critical weapons systems. It eliminates the need 
2 to dismantle and disburse Naval Ordnance proven 
3 effective capabilities. This will both save money 
4 and serve our nation's future defense needs. 
5 Finally, it gives us the 
6 opportunity to prove to the Pentagon, the 
7 C'ongress, the President, and the nation that 
8 LAouisville's Naval Gun Center of excellence can be 
9 a model for others to follow. 

10 To achieve that objective, we 
1 I believe the Commission must approve a 
12 recommendation that achieves at least the 

I 5 a good deal, good for the community, keeping jobs 
16 in the community, good for the Navy retaining 
17 access to the skills and abilities of a highly 

120 than a lot of our brothers and sisters across the 120 Program and the Phaleen product line, retain to 

1s you by the Pentagon. 
16 This transfers Naval Ordnance 
17 Stations from Navy ownership to local government 

I 8 specialized work force, good for the workers who 
19 come out of a base closure process much better off 

18 <ownership. That leaves in place the workload for 
19 both the Navy Gun Weapons System Replacement 

124 separation from the civil service, we look forward I24 language. 

21 nation who are in the same boat. Most will have 
22 jobs doing the same work with comparable wages. 
23 While we will be sadden over our 

21 the gun systems engineering support as a Navy 
22 function at the center. These are the elements 
23 that we are looking to have included in your 

I 3 nation's armaments while at the same time I 3 regard to our motion and have from them a letter 

'(I 

4 participating in the defense conversion through 
5 diversification and to other peacetime products. 
6 On behalf of the bargaining unit 

4 ithat we have included as part of our testimony and 
s also have a number of other letters, such as the 
6 one that Lieutenant Governor Patton referred to 

Page 2 10 
1 to all the possibilities in being part of a 
2 growing private concern still working on our 

1 7 employees of the Naval Ordnance Station in 1 7 from Governor Jones, which we will be submitting 

- 
Page 21 

1 I want to mention, again, that we 
2 lhave heard from the Department of the Navy with 

8 ~ A i s h l l e ,  I ask that you give this plan your 
9 fullest consideration. Thank you. 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
I I Mr. Craig. 
12 CONGRESSMAN WARD:   hank you, Larry. 

8 for the record and ask you to hereby accept as 
9 part of the record. 

10 With this proposal, Louisville can 
1 I help achieve, if I may use the Pentagon's own 
12 words, the readiness and modernization we need 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we know that 13 within the budget we have. I :: all of the difficult work you are doing must 114 Thank you, again, Mr. Chairman, and 
1 r s ultimately produce decisions that meet with the 115 we welcome any questions that you or members of 

approval of the President and the Congress. 
I note that you have had a long day 

and, in closing, I would simply like to leave you 
with key thoughts about our effort to save vital 
work and jobs at the Naval Ordnance. 

First, and foremost, our proposal 
satisfies the mandate of the Commission to reduce 
defense infrastructure. It insures continued 

the Commission may have. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, thank you, Congressman 

'Nard. Of course, as I said previously, on the 
twcasion that my distinguished colleague, 
lvlr. Kling and I visited with you in Louisville, 
your distinguished senior senator, the democratic 
whip, formerly my boss when I was a majority chief 
deputy whip, when he was a majority whip, has 

24 world class work on many of the Navy's most 24 talked to me on a number of occasions about this, I 
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presentatives of your state have been active in 
of your position. 
Do any of my colleagues have any 

Page 2 13 
I as has your junior senator, Senator Mitch 

6 questions of these distinguished gentlemen? 
7 (No verbal response.) 
8 Well, we thank you very much for 

Page 2 1 5 
I Levin, wlho's highly regarded by all of us and 

9 this very important contribution and for your 
10 efforts. 
1 1 CONGRESSMAN WARD: Thank you. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON:   hank you all. I ] 3  (A brief pause.) 

3 behere. 
4 Now let's see if I have this 
5 right. Now, as I understand the schedule as it is 
6 now suggested, Ms. Candy Miller, the Secretary 
7 State of Fdilwaukee -- 
8 MS. MILLER: Yes. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- will make a contribution, 

1 0  then State Senator Ken DeBeaussaert. 
1 1  MS. MIL.LER: DeBeaussaert. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Dekaussaert. 

And then Mr. Robert Carey reading 1 
11 6 the distinguished senior senator from Michigan, 116 expressed to me his concern about this matter. We I 

Ladies and Gentlemen, we do have I :: some disquieting news I'm afraid. My old friend, 
14 Senator /,braham's statement will make a statement, 
15 and may I say that Senator Abraham as well has 

17 who's served on the Armed Services Committee with 
18 me and is very much an expert in that field, I 

121 blame Michigan for this -- the weather somewhere, 121 Senator, you will again make a contribution to I 

17 are indebted for his contribution, and then 
18 Mr. Ben l~olselli, UAW ~ o c a l  President, that is in 

19 understand is unable to get here due to the 
20 weather in Michigan or the weather -- I should not 

1;: the weather s o m e w k .  
I would not want to point the 

19 respect to t.he Detroit Arsenal, and then with the 
20 Selfridge Army Garrison, Colonel Leo Williams. 1 
22 State Representative Tracey Yokich. 
23 CHAIRMAN DIXON: IS Tracey -- 

nger at any state or any region but, in any 

Page 2 1 4 

24 MS. YOIKICH: Yes. 
- 

Page 2 1 6 
1 event, I'm awfully sorry to hear that Senator Carl 
2 Levin cannot be here. He had talked to me about 
3 this issue, may I say, in Washington and I do want 

I 6 understand someone will read his prepared I 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: NOW we are, of course, I 

1 CHAWrl.AN DIXON: oh, Tracey -- thank you. Do 
2 you care to move up. We are waiting for the next 
3 panel. Anti Ms. Pam Weeks, Harrison Township 

4 to say to everybody here from Michigan that 
5 Senator Levin has talked to me about this. I 

7 statement. 
8 May I also say that your 
9 distinguished whip, Congressman David Bonior, from 

10 the 10th District, talked to me at length on the 
1 1  telephone. He is an old friend. When I was chief 
12 deputy whip in the United States Senate, he was 
13 chief deputy whip in the House of the majority in 
14 those days, and so he's an old friend and has 

4 supervisol-. Is that the correct order? 
5 MS. WEXKS: Yes. 

15 expressed his view. 
16 I have here his letter. To the 
17 extent that it is not read by you folks or alluded 

pleased to welcome the distinguished Secretary of 
State, an office I hope you will note I once held. 

MS. MIILER: NO, I was not aware of it. 
C H m n A N  DIXON: I was Secretary of State of 

Illinois. 
MS. MII,I,ER: I like you better already. I 

always liked you. 
(Laughter.) 

15 CHAIRh64N DIXON: Ms. Candice Miller, 
16 Secretary of the great State of Michigan. 
17 MS. MIL.I,ER:   hank you, Mr. Chairman. 

18 to, may I say, it will be reproduced in the 
19 record. The congressman was very sorry he had a 

.ornmitment which prevented him from being here 
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18 CHAIR~LW DIXON: wait a minute. 
19 (Laughter.) 
20 Don't start the clock. I blow this 

d, as a man who travels a good deal now, and did 
the past, I can appreciate the problems that 

23 all of us have when the weather won't cooperate, 
24 and so we are awfully sorry that Senator Carl 

21 every time. Okay. Here we go. Will you all 
22 stand and raise your right hand. How about the 
23 next group and we'll do it just once. 
24 (Witnesses sworn.) 
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l 1  I thank you. I thank you all. I I ever asked them what they thought or how they I 
1 2  Secretary of State, Candice 1 2 would house their people or how they would be I 

I : PRESENTATION 

BY 
SECRETARY OF STATE MILLER: 

3 expected to pay to pick up the pieces. 
4 One of the published primary goals 
5 of the Department of Defense is that it should 
6 make maximum use of common support assets as well 

11 1 Michigan's vehement opposition to the I I 1 instead the Army is making a bizarre 1 

7 Chairman Dixon and distinguished 
8 Commission Members, on behalf of Governor John 
9 Engler and all of the citizens of the great State 

l o  of Michigan, I'm here today representing 

1 12 recommendation to close the Army garrison at 1 12 :recommendation to close this garrison for what I 

7 as share these assets whenever possible, because 
8 of the very obvious economic advantages. Yet, 
9 here we have an installation that the DOD should 

10  be pointing to as a role model of success and 

I 13 Selfridge International Guard Base. I I3 they say makes good economic sense. I 
As Michigan's Secretary of State, I The recommendation that you are 

15 believe I bring a unique background and clear I :: being asked to consider states that 329 families 
116 perspective of the impact these proposals will 116 will be displaced and that these families are to I 
1 have. On a professional level, I have 

17 seek suitable housing in the local economy. 
The reality is that in addition to 

(22 Macon County Treasurer, the county in which the ( 2 2  absolutely no thought or suggestions to upward 1 

19 served for 12 years as the township supervisor of 
20 Harrison Township, the community in which the base 
21 is located. I have served for two years as the 

123 base is located. 123 budget revisions had been given to this very real I 

19 the 329 Army families, 90 Navy families, 80 Air 
20 Force families, 72 Marine families, and 123 Coast 
21 Guard families will also be displaced, yet, 

w 

6 Force and the Air National Guard. 
7 I believe that I am intimately 
8 familiar with the structure, as well as the 

2 support group for the base for 15 years. 
3 On a personal level, my husband, 
4 Colonel Donald Miller, is a former base commander, 
5 after having served for 28 years in both the Air 

6 mepresentative of this Commission visited 
7 Selfridge we can easily prove these are very real 
8 human beings and they simply were not included in 

24 Additionally, I have been a member 
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1 of the Selfridge Community Council, the civilian 

2 c:onsulted with any of the other affected military 
3 units. These numbers were current as of last 
4 week. 
5 And when the assigned 

24 and very overlooked part of the equation. Why? 

1 Ekcause as I stated earlier, the Army never 

( I  I to reject the recommendation of the Secretary of I l l  Subsequent speakers will touch on 1 
9 mission, of all of the military components 

l o  represented at this facility, and today I ask you 
9 tlx: COBRA model used by the Army when they 

10 developed this report. 

1 1 6 factors that were used in the equation were 116 closes, that the housing allowance figure used in I 

12 Defense in regard to the proposed closure of the 
13 Army garrison at Selfridge. 
14 To be brutally frank, the 
15 recommendation was developed in a vacuum. The 

12 some of the other overlooked factors in this 
13 rt:port, such as an upfront cost of $5 million, 
14 silch as an infrastructure cost that will have to 
15 b: picked up by some other service if the garrison 

17 erroneous and the information advanced to you is 
18 neither clear nor complete. 
19 The announcement of the Selfridge 

122 leadership in Michigan, but, most importantly, to ( 2 2  their concern for improving the quality of life I 

17 tte Army's equation has been proposed by Secretary 
18 Perry to be increased to reflect a true cost of 
19 hoi.sing in the Detroit area. 

20 Army Garrison recommendation came as a complete 
21 surprise to not only the civilian and political 

20 How ironic that both President 
21 Clinton and Secretary Perry have publicly stated 

23 the other military services who currently live in 
24 this housing. They were stunned because no one 

23 fc~r our military personnel and, yet, this proposal 
24 will effectively create a ghost town for those 
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I that will remain. I I of Defense in clear contrast to our proposed I 

-pact of defense cutbacks on our nation as a 
s whole. 
6 I emphasis the word "fairly" 

1 - I realize that this Commission must 
" 'isten to and attempt to evaluate fairly the 

4 Secretary Miller, for that excellent 
5 presentation. We are indebted to you and we are 
6 honored that Senator Ken DeBeaussaert will be kind 

2 collective goal. Thank you very much. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 

7 because the State of Michigan has clearly already 
8 shouldered an unfair burden of defense cutbacks. 

i 1 which represents a contract to close Michigan? 
12 Just four short years ago we were 
13 host to three major federal military 
14 installations. In 1991 Wurtsmith Air Force Base 

7 enough to read Senator Levin's statement to us. 
8 SENATOR DeBEAUSSAERT:  hank you very much. I 

9 We, in Michigan, have begun to ask the question 
10 has the Department of Defense adopted a strategy 

1s was closed. In 1993 K.I. Sawyer was closed. 
i 6 If the Selfridge Garrison and the 
17 Army Tank Plant close, Michigan, the eighth 
i8 largest state in our nation, will have the dubious 

9 1 appreciate having this opportunity to read 
l o  Senator Ixvin's statement and appreciate the fact 1 
1 1  that you mentioned my congressman's letter that 
12 has been, 1 believe, distributed for the 
13 Commission's review. 
14 CHAIRMAN DMON: And it is in the record, 
15 Senator. 
16 PKESENTATION 

17 BY 

18 :SENATOR DeBEAUSSAERT: 

13 please consider one additional bit of information 1;; position again. 
in regard to the State of Michigan. It should be I have supported the base closure I 

19 distinction of being dead last in terms of defense 
20 dollars. Is this how the DOD defines fair? 
11 Recognizing how difficult your task 
12 of fairly evaluating this recommendation is, 

I 

'W 
- 
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19 :Senator Levin's statement reads as 
20 follows: "Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
21 Commission, I thank you for the opportunity to 
22 speak today, but I am distressed to be in this 

I 1 noted that as a result of the cutbacks already ( I process because it is necessary, but it must be I 
2 borne by Michigan, the only remaining commissary, 
3 medical clinic and other support facilities used 

9 avail themselves of the benefits that they so 
1 lo rightfully deserve is to drive to another state? Michigan has lost 22 percent of its I 

2 fair. Unfixtunately, the BRAC process has been 
3 unfair to Michigan, and my state has paid dearly 

4 by the over one million veterans and military 
5 retirees who live in Michigan are located at 
6 Selfridge. 
7 Is it our intent to tell these 
8 brave men and women that the only way for them to 

I 
I 1  As we restructure our national 1 1 1  DOD personnel from the three rounds of base I 

4 for defense downsizing. 
5 Michigan has now lost all three of 
6 its active Air Force bases; Kincheloe, Wurtsmith 
7 and K.I. Sawyer. All were in small, rural 
8 communities where closure caused huge economic 

i 15 protected our ability to even have this 115 closures. I 

I 12 defense capabilities to adjust to a changing 
j 13 world, it is certainly appropriate to remember the 
/ 14 caveat that we made with the individuals who have 

j 16 conversation today. 116 0 1 '  course, military value should be I 

12 closures, the seventh highest percentage in the 
13 nation, while 19 states have actually gained 
14 personnel from realignments associated with base 

117 In the case of the proposed closure 
I8 of the Selfridge Garrison, I think we can 
19 accurately categorize this recommendation as an 
20 incorrect representation to this Commission. 

17 the primary closure consideration in selecting 
18 bases for c:losure, but cumulative economic impact 
19 is also a c~iterion. Everyone pays lip service to 
20 cumulative: economic impact, but for Michigan the 

I Mr. Chairman and Member 
f ~ o m m i s s i o n e r s ,  once again, I ask you to reject 

23 this recommendation as it will clearly have a 
24 negative overall economic impact on the Department 

21 impacts just keep on coming. 
22 NOW the Pentagon's 1995 BRAC 

23 recommendation proposes more closures in Michigan, 
24 including the remaining symbol of the Arsenal of 
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I Democracy that brought the U.S. victory in World 
2 War II, the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant and the 

3 States. All five military services are present 
4 there, including the Coast Guard. The Selfridge 
5 community is justifiably proud of being a "purple" 

Page 227 
I Selfridge Air National Guard Base 
2 is the only truly joint base in the entire United 

Qv 3 Selfridge Army Ganison. 
4 I would point out during the last 
s base closure round, this Commission wisely 

I 1 1 in its claim that closing the Detroit Tank Plant I I 1 tlle components pulling together," end quote. I 

6 reversed the Pentagon's recommendation to close 
7 the Battle Creek Federal Center and save that 
a facility. The result is a growing activity. 
9 On the issue of the Detroit Arsenal 

l o  Tank Plant, the Army has made a fundamental error 

I 12 would have no impact on any jobs. That is wrong. 1 12 The recommendation before you is I 

6 or joint installation that other facilities should 
7 strive to emulate. 
8 Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
9 Deborah Lee, called Selfridge a "model" and said 

l o  she thinks "we need more bases like it with all of 

16 contract expiration, instead of closure, as the 1 ; in a purple world. 
I 7 cause for people losing their jobs, but by The Army is looking only at its own 

13 There will be about 150 workers at the plant when 
14 the current contract expires. 
15 The Army is hiding behind that 

13 unusual in that it proposes to keep the base open 
14 but remove support from the base. This is a case 
15 of the Army looking through green-colored glasses 

120 contract after contract after contract has been 120 it supports there and the costs they will have to I 
18 recommending closure, the Army is preventing 
19 another contract from being entered into there, as 

I 8 slice of Selfridge and ignoring the impact of 
19 closing the Army Garrison and the other services 

21 entered into in the past, and the Army knows there 
22 will be more of that work continuing for the 
23 foreseeable future. So it will have to be done 

1 1  By closing the tank plant, the Army I I would not result in the savings the Army claims. 1 

21 pay. 
22 This recommendation is based on a 
23 shell game: What looks like a savings to the Army 

24 elsewhere. 
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24 will be a cost to other services. It clearly 
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2 would be moving a production contract for tank gun 
3 mounts from the private sector to the public 
4 sector. That is contrary to U.S. Government 

7 the government into the private sector. Some of the activity the Army wants 1 The Army's projected savings from I 8 to stop at Selfridge must, by military policy, 

2 It would, however, cause a significant degradation 
3 in quality of life, at a minimum, and could impair 
4 the ability of the base to operate. It raises too 

s policy contained in OMB circular A-76 and runs 
6 exactly counter to where we are going -- move from 

5 many important and unanswered questions to accept 
6 the recommendation. 

I 9 closing the tank plant are flawed. They estimate 
1 0  the cost at $1.4 million, based on the standard 

9 continue if the base is to continue functioning. 
10 If the Army doesn't pay for these services, 

1 1 BRAC formula of $1.25 per square foot. It could 
I 2 cost millions more if any of the equipment needs 

I S  recommended closure. 
16 The Army appointed a cost 
I 7 estimating group after they recommended the 

11 another DoD component will have to. That means 
12 there won't be savings to the taxpayers for those 

13 to be moved, but the Army doesn't know what it 
14 cost because they didn't study it before they 

I S  center, dining facilities, chapel and fitness 
16 facilities. 
17 The same is true with housing. The 

13 continuing functions, like security and fire 
14 protection, medical clinic, child care, education 

I r 8 closure to study the true closing costs.  he group 1 18 ~ m r y  claims savings from not operating, I 
(19 assumes that equipment will be moved contrary to 119 maintaining the base housing but only calculated ( 

20 clost of moving Army personnel from that housing 
21 out into the civilian economy. It did not 
22 c,alculate the cost of housing allowances required 
23 for the other service personnel who would have to 

w' 
124 Army claims. 124 move off base if the housing is closed. That is a I 

20 the BRAC assumption before you. 
21 The bottom line is that jobs will 
22 be lost, real jobs. The bottom line also is that 
23 it will cost more to close the tank plant than the 

I 1 
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7 during the week, no maintenance support for 
8 buildings remaining open, including the commissary 
9 and base exchange. Most of these functions are 

Page 229 
I difference of about $4 million per year from an 
2 estimated annual savings of $10 million. 

Besides housing, if the Army 
-son were closed, it would have serious 
5 consequences for the base: no snow removal for 
6 part of the base, no medical clinic operating 

7 of your own, Senator? I know you'll be on again 
8 later. 
9 SENATOR DeBEAUSSAERT: I will as it relates to 

Page 23 1 
I is time for new math. The taxpayers have to pay 
2 the bill for all of the services. Thank you. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  hank you, Senator. That 
4 was very eloquently done. Senator Carl Levin is 
5 indebted to you, as are we. You have a minute 
6 remaining. Would you like to make a brief remark 

b2 Although required by the BRAC 112 some serious concerns, about the housing issue and I 

1 0  essential for the base to operate and would have 
1 1  to be paid for by another DOD component. 

10 Selfridge, in particular, in my local district. I 
1 1  notice, as well as the congressman has expressed 1 

I 5 recommended base requires cross-service review 
16 more than Selfridge. 
17 If the Army garrison is closed at 

I 3 process, it appears there was no cross-service 
14 review of this recommended closure. No BRAC 

15 visiting Commissioners to see the existing housing 
16 on our base and see what alternatives might be 
17 available and to review the entirety of the 

13 I believe be's had some conversation with you 
14 about that., and we welcome the opportunity for the I 

120 maintain morale. 120 Senator, for those remarks. I 
18 Selfridge, the other services will remain and will 
19 have to spend money to keep the base running and 

21 The impact on quality of life 
22 should be put in context. Last fall the President 
23 added $2.7 billion to the defense budget for 

18 proposal before us. 
19 CHAIR~LZN D W N :   hank you very much, 

21 We are pleased now to hear from 
22 Mr. Robert Carey, I believe reading Senator 
23 Abraham'!; statement. 

17 ' -rograms to improve the quality of life of our b4 Is that correct, Mr. Carey? 1 
bulu Page 230 

1 military personnel. One of the key investment 
2 areas is in military family housing. The 
3 Secretary of Defense has made it clear that 
4 quality of life issues are at the top of his 
5 priority list for military readiness and 
6 effectiveness. 
7 This recommendation is 180 degrees 
8 off course with current DOD policy emphasizing 
9 joint facilities. DOD policy for BRAC 95 is 

10 clear. 
1 1  It is DOD policy to make maximum 
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1 MR. CAREY: Yes. I'm a member of Senator 
2 Abraham's staff. 
3 C H A I W W  DIXON: We are delighted to have 
4 you. Our regards to the Senator. 
5 PPESENTATION 

6 BY 

7 M R  CAREY: 

8 I thank you. The statement of 
9 Senator Abraham we wish to have read as 

10 follows: "Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I thank 
1 1  you for this opportunity to discuss the impact of 

I I2 use of common support assets. DOD component 112 the Base Reidignment and Closure process on the I 
13 should, throughout the BRAC 95 analysis process, 13 State of Michigan. 
14 look for cross-service or intra-service 1 14 I have serious concerns about the 

115 opportunities to share assets and look for 115 process by wlich these proposals were developed, I 
16 opportunities to rely on a single military 
17 department for support. 
18 You couldn't find a better example 

I 16 and I do not believe the interests of the 
17 taxpayer, the Department of Defense, nor the State 

18 of Michigan are served by their execution. 
19 of this policy in action than Selfridge. To wreck I s x m e n d  you not adopt these 
20 this cooperation among the services would be l i 9  20 recommendations and preserve these installations I 

dicrous. It will cost money and morale. 
Mr. Chairman, this math is the math 

23 of the old days when each service cared only about 

21 for the militarily necessary purpose they serve. 

22 Let me first address the proposal 
23 to close the 'Tank Automotive and Armaments Command 

2 4  its own affairs and ignored the other services. It 124 Support Activity, otherwise known as TACOMSA, at I 
I I I 
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7 whole, is not slated for closure, only TACOMSA. What is less consistent in these 
8 To that end, I wish to focus attention on the I calculations is that the annual operating costs 

Page 233 
I Selfridge Air National Guard Base. 

w 

1 9 issues I believe have not been fully addressed by 1 9 have apparently been overstated by ovir 

Page 23 
I Six hundred ninety-two families 

110 this proposal. 110 half-a-million dollars, while the annual costs of 

2 In my view, Selfridge is unique to 
3 the U.S. Military as a facility that supports all 
4 five uniformed senices in addition t~ the 
5 National Guard. Although I could expound on the 
6 military utility of Selfridge, the base, as a 

1 1  First, the Army suggests the 
12 closure is justified because TACOMSA, and I 
13 quote, "exists primarily to provide housing 

2 currently occupy TACOMSA housing units. With the 
3 elimination of the two TACOMSA military billets, 
4 moving the 690 military families into the local 
5 economy will cost $5.575 million per year, an 
6 increase of almost $120,000 per year. 

I I housing the service families on the economy were 
12 understated by $4.293 million. 
13 In short, I believe the federal 

114 activities, predominantly Detroit Arsenal, located 114 government may spend more money by moving the 

I 1s in the immediate area, although such support can 15 service families at Selfridge onto the economy. 
16 be provided through a less costly alternative, TACOMSA provides much more, 
17 specifically, commercial housing, on the local 
18 economy for military personnel using Variable 

1:: those findings. TACOMSA is singularly responsible 
The proposal notes that TACOMSA 1 :: for the operation and administration of all 

17 however, than on-base housing. Because the 
18 National Guard does not usually provide morale, 

19 Housing Allowance/Basic Allowance for quarters and 
20 that closure avoids the cost of continued 
21 operation and maintenance of unnecessary support 
22 facilities. Mr. Chairman, I disagree with both of 

19 welfare and recreation or family support services, 
20 unless specifically authorized, TACOMSA, as a 
21 tenant regular miliary command, has provided these 
22 functions at Selfridge. 

1 2 moving the service families into the local economy 1 2 facilities, while it also provides the maintenance 

1 
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1 housing is only 35 percent occupied and that 

will save $4.8 million per year. However, I 
believe absent is an accounting for the other 
service families living in TACOMSA housing. 

It is true Army personnel only 
occupy 35 percent of the total housing available. 
But due to Selfridge's joint nature, Navy, Marine 
Corps, Air Force and National Guard service 
families bring the total habitable unit occupancy 
above 95 percent. 

-. 
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1 morale, welfare, and recreation activities and 

and base support for all non-operational 
facilities on base. 

To my knowledge, 60 to 65 percent 
of all TACOMSA work is to support these 
non-housing facilities, such as the Exchange, the 
commissary and the clubs. 

But the closing of TACOMSA would 
not necessary mean the closing of these 
facilities. Although the military families would 

114 is not reimbursed by the other miliary services I i 4  Correspondingly, the need for the 

Furthermore, because of the 
13 military housing appropriation process, the Army 112  

12 move off-base, tky would still be assigned in and 
13 around Selfridge. 

118 be considerably less. Let me focus attention on 1 18 of the matter is, some department, agency or 

1 5 for their personnel occupying Army housing. So 
16 although such a move may reduce Army expenditures, 
17 total Department of Defense expenditures will not 

1 I 9 these specific numbers. 119 organization will be needed to provide that 

15 support services TACOMSA has supported and 
16 :maintained may still be needed. It does not 
17 matter if TACOMSA provides that support. The fact 

124 are $5.4557 million per year. b4 Such functions as the woodcraft I 

20 The suggested savings to the Army 
21 is over $6.063 million per year in family housing 
22 operations costs. However, TACOMSA Army family 
23 housing costs, as provided by the TACOMSA staff, 

I I I 
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20 !illpport. Therefore, the proposed savings of 
21 almost $1.4 million annually in operations and 
22 maintenance and $2.806 million annually in 
23 civilian salaries, would evaporate. 



1 2 maintenance on the exchange and commissary or the 1 2 colleagues, have found these inconsistencies I 
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hinistration of such core MWR functions as the 
w s s  center and the clubs, will continue. 

5 This highlights the inconsistency 

Page 237 
I shop or Boy Scouts may cease, but the need for 

6 of the COBRA cost model data with the savings 
7 claims. The proposal narrative states 57 military 
8 and 555 civilian/contractor positions will be 
9 eliminated. 

10  The COBRA Realignment Summary, 
1 1  however, states 19 miliary and 61 civilian 

Page 239 
I with the :jtaff~ of my Michigan delegation 

3 throughout the proposal's analysis. 
4 1, therefore, request that your 
5 staff fully analyze the source for the proposal's 
6 data, the process by which it was calculated, and 
7 the concll~sions to which it came. I believe that 
8 you will find TACOMSA to be cost-effective and 
9 militarily justified. 

10 I' also wish to discuss the Army's 
1 1  proposal .to close the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

14 From these reductions, over $2.8 
15 million in civilian salaries will be saved 
16 annually, while $735,000 will be saved annually in 

12 positions will be eliminated, while 268 military 
13 and 81 civilian positions will be realigned. 

17 military salaries. This equates to an average 
18 civilian salary of $46,000 and an average enlisted 
19 miliary salary of $31,000, both 50-100 percent 

12 The proposal narrative asserts there would be no 
13 impact as no military or civilian personnel 1 

20 above the average. This also overlooks the fact 
21 that TACOMSA only has 20 miliary personnel 
22 assigned. 
23 The aforementioned illustrates how 

14 currently working at the facility. However the 
15 Tank A~t~omotive and Armaments Command, the tank 
16 plant's parent command, states 41 defense logistic 
17 agency personnel, two army military and 149 
18 General Dynamics land system contractor personnel 
19 work in tte facility producing gun mounts and 
20 related parts for the Ml tank. 
2 1 F~urthermore, the tank automatic 
22 command declared to me on 27 March, "If the 
23 Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant, DATP, closes, 100 

I 3 proposal, nor was their opinion considered. I 3 move the equipment when the capability to produce I 

'le TACOMSA proposal appears incomplete. In my 
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1 investigation, I have not found any indication 
2 that the other services were advised of this 

4 Furthermore, the claims in the 
5 proposal narrative do not follow through in the 
6 COBRA cost accounting, while the COBRA cost 

24 percent of the gun mounts would be produced by 

1 Rock Islarrd Arsenal, RIA. 

2 It would not be cost-effective to 

4 the required 10 per month, or less, currently 
5 exists at R LA. ~f DATP closed, 149 General 
6 Dynamics land systems employees will be laid off. 

7 assumptions do not match the actual costs There appears to be wide disparity 
8 experienced at Selfridge. I : between the analysis and the actual impact of such 
9 By my estimation, the federal 

10  government would not save any money on housing 
1 1  costs but would continue to spend upwards of $7 
12 million per year for base operations and 
13 maintenance and $2.5 million per year for MWR 

14 activities. 
15 I further belief the federal 

9 a move. Gwen that the cost of moving the tank 
10 plant equipment in the BRAC 91 process was around 
I 1 $1 50 million, I do not believe the efficacy or the 
12 full cost of' this proposal has been fully 
13 considered. 
14 N'hat is also of concern is the 
15 apparent resignation to accept Rock Island Arsenal 

18 not been put forth by the National Guard. 
19 I understand these figures I've 
20 vresented today calculated from actual TACOMSA 

:ta do not correspond to the COBRA ~ o t a l  
wppropr ia t ions  Detail Report by either line item 

1 16 government would only save these expeditures by 
17 the elimination of Selfridge, a proposal that has 

18 encourage private sector production over public 
19 agency production. 
20 Mr Chairman and Members of the 
21 Commission, I believe the analysis used to justify 
22 these proposals is insufficient. I believe the 

16 as the sole source supplier of these tank parts 
17 when Department of Defense policy is clearly to I 

123 or amount. 123 savings expected have been consistently I 
I~~ My staff, in close coordination 1 24 overstated, the costs incurred consistently I 
1 I I 
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I understated, and vital economic impact data I we can speak on a few key items which I 
2 grossly overlooked. 2 highlighted. 

I do not believe these proposals First I'd like to refer to 
4 have been fully developed and are not in the best 
5 interests of the U.S. Army or the Department of 
6 Defense. 
7 I, therefore, make my strongest 

4 pertinent provisions of an important document in 
5 your packet entitled "Office of Management and 
6 Budget Circular No. A-76, Revised." 
7 Its purpose: This circular 

8 petition that you not accept these proposals by 
9 the Department of Defense. Thank you. 

112 of Senator Abraham. We are indebted to you, sir, 112 should be performed under contract with commercial 1 

8 establishes federal policy regarding the 
9 performance of commercial activities. The 

I l o  CHAIRMAN DlXON:  hank you, Mr. Carey, for 
I I that very excellent presentation of the position 

(13 as well as your distinguished senator for that 113 sources or in-house using government facilities I 

l o  supp~ement to the circular sets forth procedures 
11 for determining whether commercial activities 

( 14  contribution. 1 14 and personnel. I 
15 And I also would ask that the 
16 record show that we have received an excellent 
17 letter dated April l lth from the distinguished 

15 Paragraph 4 of the circular starts 
16 with the most important sentence a private citizen 
17 could ever say to this Commission, and that 

20 his statement in the record, and that will be In view of the above, is the army 
21 done. 1 changing government policy by taking work away 

18 congressman from the 12th District, Sander M. 
19 Levin, an old friend of mine, asking that we place 

b2 And we are pleased to recogniz 122 from private sector employees at government-owned 1 

18 is, "In the process of governing, the government 
19 should not compete with its citizens." 

I 23 Mr. Ben Polselli, the U A ~  local president, and, 
24 Mr. Polselli, will Mr. Coakley be also making a 

I 3 going to combine our time. I 3 we are asking of this Commission. It states a I 

23 contractor-operated facilities and putting that 
24 work into depots and arsenals staffed with 

r 

6 comments. 
7 PRESENTATION 

8 BY 

9 MR. POLSELLI: 

Page 242 
1 contribution? 
2 MR. POLSELLI: NO, Mr. Chairman. We are 

I 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We are delighted to have 
s you, sir, and we are delighted to have your 

10 Thank you very much. Good 
1 1  afternoon. My name is Ben Polselli and I am the 
12 president of UAW ~ o c a l  1200, representing the 
13 hourly work force of the Detroit Army Tank Plant, 
14 and I'm speaking on behalf of UAW and its 
15 represented work force. I want to thank all of 

-. 
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1 government employees? We feel they are. 
2 Paragraph 6(b) clearly defines what 

4 conversion to contract is the change over of an 
5 activity from government performance to 
6 ~xrformance under contract by a commercial source, 
7 which would mandate the return of gun mount work 
8 from Rock Island to the Detroit Tank Plant. 
9 Paragraph 8(a), no satisfactory 

l o  t.x)mmercial source available, and 8(d) lower costs 
1 1  explains clearly the conditions and criteria that 
12 should be use in determining who should be awarded 
13 this contract. 
14 Subparagraph (a) is non-applicable 
1s tcause General Dynamics is, and has been, a 

16 you for the opportunity to speak before this body. 16 proven commercial source. 
You each have before you a packet 1 1 7  As for Subparagraph 8(d), the Army 

18 of information and facts, which we feel states 
19 ample cause for you to come to only one 
20 conclusion, and that is to bring all the gun work 
21 from Rock Island's arsenal back to the Army Tank 
22 Plant. 

b3 Time restraints prohibit me from 

18 answered that question in a letter to Congressman 
19 Sander Levin, dated March 3,1995, and signed by 
20 Cmrge T. Greiling, L.T.C., U.S. Army, which 
21 stated: "There was a cost analysis done by the 
22 Army last year that indicated that little or no 
23 cost difference exists between splitting the work 

24 citing every argument to be made on our behalf but 24 or doing it all at one location. These cost 
-. 
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BRAC commission and the Department of 
fense's policy regarding cross-servicing, w!c 

5 jointness and quality of life. 
6 The bottom line is nothing about 
7 this closure makes sense. It doesn't save any 

~ondense~t  BASE CLOSURE 

3 inconsisltent, figures on cost savings are 
4 consistently wrong. They show the savings on 
5 housing for eliminating nearly 700 housing units 
6 but only offsets against this savings, the 
7 replacement costs for housing 329 Army families 

Page 253 
I cohesion and morale will suffer, and, finally, 

+his closure runs exactly counter to the goal of 

Page 255 
1 for Selfr.idgef s essential service? 
2 1 Where the manpower statistics are 

10  unnecessary economic and emotional hardship on 
1 I families that will be displaced and it removes 
12 services that present and retired service members 
I 3 have earned and fully deserve. Do not let this 
14 happen, please. Thank you. 
I 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: colonel Leo Williams, we're 

8 money. It degrades quality of life. It adversely 
9 affects operational readiness. It places an 

l o  Maybe there's some BRAC magic that 
1 1  will make those families disappear, but I suspect 
12 it's the p-rojected savings that will vanish when 
13 the federiil government pays for their off-base 
14 housing as well. 
15 'Then, add potential costs of 

8 off base. 'That leaves 365 families from other 
9 branches evicted but unaccounted for. I 

I8 Senator Ken DeBeaussaert will be ready again. 
19 PRESENTATION 

20 BY 

21 STATE SENATOR DeBEAUSSAERT: 

22 Thank you again. I'm Ken 
27 DeBeaussaert and it's my privilege to represent 

16 indebted to you for your contribution. 1 1 7  And according to my schedule, State 
18 million in costs identified for closing the 

1 9  garrison, that will never be recovered, and 1 
'20 think your decision becomes clear. 
2 1  We recognize that you do have some 
22 very difficult decisions to make. Please make 
23 sure those decisions end up saving money and not 

16 Secretary Perry's proposal to increase BAQ in high 
17 cost areas, like Detroit, plus the upfront $5 I 

I I in the Michigan State Senate. I know that these I 1 will remove the Army garrison at Selfridge from- I 

Selfridge Base and the surrounding communities 
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2 hearings must be truly exhausting, and I 
3 appreciate your attention. I hope you take the 
4 time today or the near future to look seriously at 

24 costing more. If you do that, I'm convinced you 
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5 the manpower and wst savings and recommendations 
6 to close the Army garrison at Selfridge. The 
7 information on manpower is tembly inconsistent. 
8 The Army garrison has 2 military, 
9 83 appropriated fund civilian employees, 192 

l o  non-appropriated fund employees and 100 civilian 
11 contractor employees. Yet, the BRAC data shows 
I 2 the number of military positions eliminated 
I 3 ranging from 19 to 54 and the number of civilian 
14 positions eliminated ranking from 61 to 555. 
15 Even more confusing, the COBRA 
16 model reflects the base population after BRAC 

2 the closurt: list. 
3 CHAIRh4m DIXON: Thank you. I'm indebted to 
4 you. 
5 A,nd State Representative Tracy 
6 Yokich, thank you for being here. 
7 Representative Yokich. 
8 PKESENTATION 

9 B'Y 

/ lo  STATE REPRESENTATIVE YOKICH: 
1 1 1  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
12 afternoon, h4r. Chairman, Members of the 
13 Commission. I'm State Representative Tracy 
14 Yokich. district is the proud home of the 
15 United Stares garrison of the National Guard 
16 Base. 

(17 dropping to z r o  despite the fact that all other I 17 I'ln before you today to ask you to 1 
11 8 units are remaining. 118 reject the Amy's recommendation to close the I 
19 Given this inconsistency, you can 
7' rlderstand the kinds of questions raised by 

lone1 Williams and others. 
This is really a base closing, and, 

23 if so, why weren't the other branches consulted? 
24 If the entire base is not closing, who will pay 

19 garrison in my state for three reasons: First, I 
20 don't believe: it's cost-effective; secondly, i-e., 
21 evicting nearly 700 families from base housing 
22 will severely impact quality of life; and, third, 
23 Selfridge is an excellent gamble of a 
24 cross-service installation that we should support 

I - I 
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I I and not destroy. I I recommendation. Thank you. I 

I 5 provide a housing allowance to the other military Ms. Pamela Weeks, Harrison Township 
6 members who will be affected from family housing 

2 First, the Army's COBRA analysis, I 
3 believe, is incorrect. It arrives at a cost 
4 savings by ignoring the fact that we would have to 

I 7 if this recommendation is adopted. It will I : PRESENTATION 

8 actually cost the government more to pay those BY 

2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Representative 
3 Yokich, and we are delighted to have your 
4 contribution. 

I 9 housing allowances to continue to support the MS. WEEKS: 1 
10  family housing at Selfridge today. 
1 1  The Army's cost savings also 
12 disappear if you consider $17 million has been 
13 spent in renovation to quarters since 1 989. 

10 Good afternoon, Commissioner. My 
1 1  name is Pam Weeks and I'm supervisor of the 
12  Charter Township of Harrison, host to the 
13 Selfridge Army National Guard Base. 

14 Secretary Perry's recent plan to increase housing My purpose for speaking today is 
15 allowances for high cost areas, like Detroit, will 1 :: not to plead on behalf of our civilian community 
16 further negate any savings. 
17 The Army assumes that 694 families 
18 and 78 unaccounted members live on base will 

obtain subsequent housing in local communities. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 

The vast majority of the personnel 
affected by this closure are enlisted members. The 
housing allowance would -- for these families 
range from $427 to $748. Comparable housing in 

16 because we do not -- we are not dependent on the 
I 7 base, but rather a partnership between the 
18 civilian and military communities built on 

the immediate area is not available in terms of 
cost, quantity or quality. 

On-base military housing has a 
significant impact on military value 
installation. It provides important benefits to 
military members, including unit cohesion, 

moperation and mutual respect. 
Selfridge was officially 

~zstablished as a military installation on July 1, 
191 7. Today Selfridge Army National Guard Base is 
the home to seven major commands from five I 
xrvices and contains, let me say once again, the 
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only military family housing in Michigan. 

The Anny garrison at Selfridge 
provides most of the infrastructure support for 
the installation. Its proposed closure makes no 
fiscal sense. It is simply penny-wise and pound 
foolish. 

7 convenient, affordable and secure housing, family Isn't all government, especially 
8 care and predictable expenses. I : the military, charged with the most fundamental 

( 1  1 addressing quality of life issues, were not 11 1 Visualize, if you can, I 

It appears that these factors, 
11; which are frequently referenced by the m ~ ,  when 

9 responsibility of maintaining the health, the 
10 safety, and the welfare of this nation? 

12 considered. 
13 Selfridge is truly a joint 
14 community, a model in purple base operations. The 

12 C~ornmissioners, your own community with limited or 
13 no basic services. Could you survive if no one was 
14 a:~:ountable for the utilities, the roads, the 

15 Commission has stated that it's a policy to make 
16 maximum use of common support assets to look for 

I 5 police or the fue? 
16 If your city government closed its 

I 17 cross opportunity. That is exactly what we have 
I 8 accomplished at Selfridge. 
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17 doors, how long would you stay and at what cost? 
I 8 What is the environmental impact? None of the 

I 
19 Any way you look at it, it's not a 
20 cost-effective decision, and such a decision will 
21 also significantly impact quality of life for over 
22 1800 men, women and children who choose to make 
2 3  Selfridge their home. 
24 Please reject the Army's 

19 conditions stay status quo, but faced with base 
20 closures, who will be responsible for clean-up of 
21 the asbestos, the lead, the PCBS, underground 
22 storage tanks and hazardous materials, and what 
23 will be that cost: Millions, hundreds of millions 
24 of' dollars? Who will incur that cost? 
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1 : entire staff worked diligently to improve military 1 ; and raise your right hand. 

I " '-;wsing and quality of life, the Army proposes (Witnesses sworn.) 
instead. It just simply doesn't make Please have a seat. Nice to see 

5 you again, General Alexander, and give you an I 

1 
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While Secretary Perry and his 

I Thank you. And this group would 1 6 opportunity to make any statement you wish. I 
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I during the Ohio time, if you would please stand, 

I!: everybody from Michigan and congratulate you on 110 Chairman Robles, Members of the I 

- love to answer any questions you may pose. 
! CHAlRMAN DMON: well, thank you very much, 
1 Ms. Weeks, and we are greatly indebted to 

I I. your very excellent presentation and eloquent I 1 1  Commission, thank you for the opportunity to I 

7 PRESENTATION 
8 BY 
9 MAJOR GENERAL ALEXANDER: 

I :i COMMISSIONER STEELE: NO questions, but, 15 Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. 
/ . r  again, I look forward to seeing you in Michigan. 16 [n a time of restrained military 

1: argument of your case. 
1: 
A- And I ask whether any of my 
14 colleagues on the Commission have any questions. 

12 appear arid present the concerns of Ohio Governor, 
13 George V. Voinovich on the realignment of Air 
14 National Guard Units from Springfield to 

: STATE REPRESENTATIVE WEEKS: ~ooking forward 
. J  to having you there. -. 
'1 CHAIRMAN DMON: commissioner Wendi Steele 

17 spending and resources, continued force structure 
18 reductions, and intense public scrutiny, it is 
19 incumbent upon us, and this Commission, to choose 

?! will visit with you. 
- How about anybody else? Any other 
= questions? 

'(.I / Michigan. 

20 wisely those actions taken in base realignment and 
21 closure. 
22 ]Following the philosophy identified 

(No verbal response.) 
We are indebted to the folks from 
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23 for closwr recommendations, actions accepted by 
24 the Commission should first, and foremost, promote 

1 - 
I - Now, Ladies and Gentlemen, we are 

1 : going to take a 10-minute break and then we are 
I A going to have the folks from Ohio shortly. 
1 i (Whereupon, a 10-minute break 

1 was taken.) 
- COMMISSIONER ROBLES: okay. If we could 
! W n .  As you know, Chairman Dixon had to leave 

so I'll be backup for him until the rest of this 
: hearing. 

We now have the privilege of 
_: hearing from the State of Ohio, but first I like 
: to acknowledge the fact that the cities of 

- 4  Whitehall and Columbus have presented written 
_r testimony and they would like it in the record, 
.: and I guarantee it will be in the record and made 
.- public. 
: i MAJOR GENERAL ALEXANDER: chairman, Members 
: of the Commission, thank you for the opportunity 
2: to appear. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: As you know, I, like 
Chairman, we have to swear all witnesses in. 
if you and your two colleagues would please 

24 stand, and anyone else who's going to testify 
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the military effectiveness and produce a savings 
to the taxpayer. Using this criteria, the 1995 
recommendation to realign our units from 
Springfield to Wright-Patterson, we feel, are 
flawed. 

,4s you know, the 1993 Commission 
addressed the issue of moving the Air Guard from 
Springfield to Wright-Patterson. In its initial 
recommendation, air staff planners put the cost of 
this move at about $3 million with recurring 
savings validated at 1.1 million. 

firrther study identified more than 
42 millio~~ in moving costs to realign our units to 
Wright-Patterson. The Air Force then recommended 
that BRAC: remove Springfield from realignment 
consideration. 

In the 1 995 Air Force realignment 
recommaltiations for Springfield, moving costs were 
estimated at slightly over $23 million with an 
additional, 5.6 million one-time cost generated by 
the move. Included with this estimate are 
completely new figures of 4.2 million in recurring 
savings per year was identified. 

While we concede much has changed 
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3 relocation costs, nothing has changed at 
4 Springfield or Wright-Patterson which warrants a 
s 300 percent increase in estimated savings per 

I at Wright-Patterson over the past few years, which 
2 would reduce the 1993 cost to 42 million in 

3 month. If this weekend does not coincide with 
4 other units throughout the state, joint training 
5 so vital to maintain combat readiness will be 

I unit training requirements simultaneously, our 
2 units will be restricted to one weekend only per 

1 9 to Wright-Patterson in the last BRAC was defined 1 9 Air Guard flying units are based on civilian I 

6 year. 
7 By the way, the 1.1 million in 
8 recurring savings validated for Springfield's move 

I l o  by the assistant secretary of the Air Force for I lo airports, why, because community basing lies at I 

6 severely impaired. Recruiting will also be 
7 impacted by this move. 
8 Currently, nearly 80 percent of all 

I I installations in a letter to then BRAC chairman, 
12 James Courter. 
13 Mr. Courter asked the Air Force to 

I 1 the very heart of the militia concept. 
12 Guard units draw recruits from the 
13 community in which they're based and only from 

I 4 delineate, by each functional area, how recurring 1 ;; these communities. 
1s savings would be realized in moving Springfield We do not have the luxury, as our 
116 units to Wright-Patterson. When asked to explain 116 active and reserve counterparts have, of filling I 

19 additional savings were being generated. 
Recently an Air Force team 

17 the obvious disparity in numbers from 1993 to 
18 1995, the Air Force could not identify where these 

Isolating the guard on an active 
20 installation separates it from the community on Il9 

17 critical shortages from other units around the 
I8 country. They must come from the community. 

21 completed a site survey of Wright-Patterson 
22 addressing MILCON requirements allocated with this 
23 move. 
24 Faced with nearly 30 million in 

1 2 for recurring savings, additional space was found I 2 long-term well-being. It is important as any cost I 

21 which it depends for support and removes the 
22 hometown identity associated with the National 
23 Chard. 
24 This bond between community and the 

w 

s requirement. This site survey subsequently reduced I'd like to illustrate this point 
6 costs to 20 million. Not defined in this survey 1 : with the following: During Desert ShMd/Desert 

Page 266 
I total relocation costs and unsubstantiated numbers 

3 at Wright-Patterson during the site survey within 
4 a three-day period to accommodate the Air Guard's 
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I unit is critical to our recruiting, retention, and 

3 factor when connecting closure and realignment 
4 action with the National Guard. 

7 are additional funds required to relocate 
8 functions within Wright-Patterson already 

7 Storm, cities all over America turned out for 
8 parades and celebrations in sending their hometown 1 

9 occupying this new-found space. The site survey, 
lo at best, produced hidden costs which are not 
I 1 included in the Air Force's estimates of this 

11s world class facilities at Springfield. For these 115 the guard into the community. When this nation I 

9 guard units off to war and welcoming them back. 
10 This type of support for the 
I I military has not been seen since World War n. 

I 2 realignment. 
13 All of these costs for realignment 
14 of the unit which now enjoys a full complement of 

116 cost considerations alone, this recommendation 1 16 goes to war, we need the full support of every I 

12 Coincidentally, World War n was the last time the 
13 guard has been mobilized in significant numbers. 
14 This was the intent in dispersing 

19 the impact of this move on the readiness and the Governor Voinovich is deeply 
20 training of the unit at Springfield. The Air l 9  20 concerned that this unnecessary realignment will 

should be reconsidered by the Air Force. 
I have strong concerns as well for 

17 community. When you mobilize the guard, you 
18 mobilize the community. 
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21 Guard now enjoys complete flexibility to conduct 
22 training throughout the month. 
23 When placed on Wright-Patterson, 
24 admittedly unable to support guard and reserve 

21 damage the Air Guard's long-term viability while 
22 realizing little gain for the Department of 
23 Ilefense. 
24 I share his concern and urge you to 
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1 weigh the consequences of this move in terms of 
: cost, combat readiness, and community impact 

1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, General 
: - Alexander. I forgot to mention you did provide us 

kfore making a decision on this recommendation. 
Thank you for your time and 

q m t i o n .  I'll be followed by Colonel Higgins. 

5 a statement and we'll make sure it gets inserted 1 8  

3 

4 

5 

1 1 BY 

COLONEL HIGGINS: 

I Members of the Base Closure and 
j ' Realignment Commission, we appreciate the 

1 in the record. 
MAJOR GENERAL ALEXANDER: Thank you. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: ~etired Colonel Dick 

I ' Higgins? 
i : 
1 - PRESENTATION 

1 opportunity to present the concerns of Springfield 1 18 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

- career was served with the 178 fighter group, one 124 

3 and the community for the proposed realignment of 
,?I tk Ohio Air National Guard Springfield Base to 
: Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. - - I am Dick Higgins, U.S.A. Air 
a Kational Guard retired. The better part of my 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

; : relocated to Wright-Patterson. 
The last ten years, 1980 to 1990, I 

1 served as commander of the fighter group in the 
5 Springfield Air National Guard Base. 
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I of three units proposed by the Air Force to be 

Frankly, we are somewhat concerned l 6  

1 

- and baffled at the determination of the Air Force 
, 3 to fill a space at Wright-Patterson by this act of 1 :  

3 reassigning Springfield units when there's more I 9 
. ; costly operations that could be realigned at a 11° 

1 * much greater savings for the taxpayer. 
I - - 
I _ _  We are concerned by the Air Force's 1:: 

:' remain as it is. 

111 
Ladies and Gentlemen of the BRAC, I 

:3 beg to differ. There will be a gradual erosion 

I :? inference that Springfield is a bedroom community 
I : r  and why the fuss over such an inconsequential 
j : 5 move. They note that there will be no relocation, 
/ :5 that people will stay in place and the tax base 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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community. 

Springfield is a vibrant 
progressive community on the move, one which 
realizes the value of its airport and air 
transportation and Air National Guard unit, air 
transportation that is immediately responsive to 
business and industry. 

The Springfield Beckley Airport is 
named fc~r the World War fighter pilot and 
comrnun~~ty leader and the Springfield Air National 
Guard Base is located 3 112 miles south of the 
City of Springfield, Interstate 70. 

Now I'd like to take you on a short 
trip to Springfield Air National Guard Base, 
286,000 square feet of paid for, modem efficient 
and attractive facilities. Man that turns me on 
right then: 

(Whereupon, a slide 
presentation was shown.) 
(Laughter.) 

It is located on 1 13 acres of city 
owned -- I repeat -- city-owned airport property 
leased to the Air National Guard for 99 years for 
a dollar a year. This 11 3 acres is only a portion 

over time that will have a very negative impact on 
-pringfield. 

Located in the heart of Ohio, 
3 Springfield and Springfield Air National Guard 
24 Base are a stand-alone element of the Clark County i- 
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of some 300 acres the city acquired in the 50s to 
expand the airport to accommodate the Air Guard 
operation, which enjoys modem, convenient 
cost-effective and operationally superior 
facilities, facilities seldom equal anywhere in 
the nation. 

711e operational environment is 
superior on the ground and in the air where 
considerable ground base defense training 
scenarios 13r the realistic flying training that 
could be conducted in a cost-effective manner. 

The environment is difficult to 
duplicate itny where and seldom used. The 
recruiting environment, General Alexander 
addressed, 1s outstanding. All three units have 
consistently maintained combat readiness 
recruiting highly-skilled people. 

h41lita1-y value, Springfield means a 
superior oln:rational readiness environment on the 
ground and in the air with a flavor of 
independence that allows people to perform at 
their very Ixst. 

The economy of the operation is 
realized in a number of ways. Utility costs that 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 
L I 
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4 fee, which is almost nil, joint use provides cost 1 Springfield city manager, who will present your 
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5 saving opportunity between the city and Air 
6 National Guard, State and Federal Aviation 
7 Administration. 
8 As an example, air'ield landing 
9 area improvement projects are shared by the city, 
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I are half that per square foot of Wright-Patterson, 
2 operations and maintenance, maximum taxi time, 

l o  air guard, state and FAA as opposed to the Air 
1 1 Force stand-alone. 
12 Springfiild offers complete 
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I the place to be. 
2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Higgins. 

5 iremaining presentation. 
6 PRESENTATION 
7 BY 

8 MR. KRIDLER: 
9 This is the third time since 1976 

l o  that a proposal has come forth to transfer the 
I 1 SpringfieldIOhio Air Guard Base to 
12 'Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. 

13 contingency responsibility, the capability to In 1976 the Pentagon studied the 
14 handle all sizes of aircraft has been repeatedly I :: transfer proposal and rejected it on the basis of 
I 15 demonstrated during non-hours, oversized unit 1 I 5 cost and military value. I 

18 like. It is an ideal point of embarkation. The 
19 excellent demographic environment was noted 
20 earlier. 

16 deployment. I'm talking parking and refueling Air 
17 Force C5 Gallon, Commercial Boeing 747s, and the 

18 of' Defense recommended the transfer of the 
19 SpringfieldIOhio Air Guard 178th Fighter Group be 
20 t~ased at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base vacated 

I 6 As General Alexander stated, two 
17 years ago in 1993 the Air Force and the Department 

123 high morale. The spacious rural surroundings 123 relocate and bed down this unit. I 

Consider also the visibility of the 1:: units that enhance their recruiting success and 
21 by the 4950 test wing. They estimated a savings at 
22 1 .1  million annually and a $3 million cost to 

I 1 location over that of other airfields in the I 1 were grossly in error. The cost of relocation and - I 

24 depicted earlier highlight the advantage of 
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24 The B M c  found that these estimates 
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4 paid for. 
5 Staying at Springfield avoids 
6 further expenses and risk of cost overruns that 

2 vicinity, the newly completed jet engine 
3 maintenance shop comes complete, base facility 

7 come from relocation, all savings amicable to 
8 readiness. 
9 Keep in mind that Springfield 

l o  option offers easily contracted or expanded 

2 nulitary construction alone grew to over $40 
3 million. The B M c  rejected the transfer 
4 rc:commendation and wisely kept the Springfield Air 
5 National Guard at its current location. 
6 Now here we are in 1995, the 
7 transfer is being recommended once again. This 
8 time at Wright-Patterson vacated by the 906 
9 Reserve Fighter Group, for relocation and military 

10 construction is estimated at $23.3 million. The 

1 3  record as willing to provide the real estate for. 

l 4  
Finally, I call your attention to 

15 the observations noted in a letter submitted to 
16 the 1993 BRAC by Brigadier Robert I. McCann, U.S. 
17 Air Force retired. 
18 In his role as 9th Air Force vice 
19 commander and responsible for all of 9th Air Force 

I i 1 mission role capability, for example, a regional 
12 emission storage facility which the city is on 

20 units, Air Force and Air Force reserve, he visited 
21 on many occasions or observed and flew with both 
22 the 178th at Springfield and the then 906 at 
23 Wright-Patterson Air Force base. He noted -- this 
24 says it all and his observation was Springfield is 

1 1  recurring annual savings was estimated at $4.2 
12 million. That number was adjusted last week to 
13 $:3.7 million by an on-site assessment team, a 
14 n~unber of questions remaining unanswered. 
15 Remember, the annual recurring savings in 1993 was 
16 estimated at $1. l million. 
17 One of the problems here is getting 
18 all the costs on the table. The cost of operations 
19 at Springfield are clearly identifiable and in a 
20 single cost center, not so at Wright-Patterson. A 
21 maior justification for this move is the $3.7 
22 million or $4.2 million in annual savings from 
23 elimination of base support costs. 
24 Is Wright-Patterson going to 
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I I provide these same services at no cost to the 
1 2 military? 
1 .  I could tell you as the manager of 

mid-sizd city that I cannot get away with this 
type of accounting, a cost allocation not even F 1 6 distributed support service across each of our l 6  

/ 7 municipal operations, so we can determine the true 1 7 
1 8 cost of these services. Even our golf course 1 8  

9 operations pay their own utility bills and 
1 0  overhead and support costs. 
1 1  Let's get all of the cards on the 
12 table. Let's make sure we are comparing apples 
13 with apples here. Let's not transfer this unit 
14 from a low cost environment to a high overhead 
15  active base and get surprised later. 
16 The economic impact upon 
17 Springfield, Clark County associated with this 
18 move, is significant. We are not a suburb of 
19 Dayton but a full service city that depends on its 
20 own economy. 
21 The Ohio Air Guard is one of our 
22 largest employers, a $23 million payroll. The 
23 Ohio Air Guard is our primary tenant at the 
2fi 9pringfield-Beckley Airport. It represents over 
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1 20 percent of our annual budget. Loss of this 
2 unit can severely affect future airport 
3 operations. The economic impact's in numbers. 1 Is it wise to walk away from a $ 40 1 

9 years? 
1 0  The BRAC faces a unique problem, 
1 1  closure of the Springfield Air Guard Base. The Air 
12 Guard Base is on land leased from the city. It is 
I 3 not federal property. 
14 The BRAC has dealt with facilities 

5 million investment? Is it fair to abandon two 
6 facilities and infrastructure at the 
7 Springfield-Beckley Airport without any assurance 
8 or assistance for the city, a partner for over40 

15 located on federal property. These facilities 
16 qualify for assistance from the Air Force based on 1:: 

5 

6 
7 
8 

117 emergencies and others. A team is assigned to I 17 
18 help with reused plant, take care of environmental 
19 issues and take care of facilities until they're 
20 put into reuse. A safety fleet is in place so the 
" ~mmunity does not suffer undue hardship. 

J Neither the Air Force Base 
23 conversion agency, nor others know whether such 
24 aid would be extended to a non-federal property. 
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'The on-site assessment team that 

visited our facility last week expressed concern 
about this issue and one member stated you seem to 
have fallen through a very big crack in the 
process. 

'h SpringfieldIOhio Air National 
Guard Base represents 40 years of cooperative 
effort which includes the purchase and lease of 
land at our airport, extension of all utilities, 
investment in joint projects, strong community 
support and more from the State of Ohio and the 
City of Springfield. 

We ask for consideration in return. 
This consideration includes a fair and full 
accounting of all costs associated with the move 
and estimated savings. It proved not to be a wise 
move in either 1976 or in 1993 -- assurance that 
equitable assistance will be provided if closure 
takes place so that the community does not fall 
into unduc: hardship, a partner of 40 years desires 
to be treated fairly. This line says it all. It 
says it in 1993, and we say it again in 1995. 
Thank you. 

COMMlSSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, 
- 
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Mr. Kridler. 

LFo you have any questions for 
either the colonel or Mr. Kridler, Commissioners? 

(No verbal response.) 
I thank you very much from the 

great State of Ohio, the Buckeye state, for your 
excellent presentation, and I wish you all the 
best of luck. 

Next would have been the State of 
Wisconsin and, as I understand if there will be 
no testimony from any official from the State of 
Wisconsin, the same is true from Kansas. They 
have also yielded their time. 

14: are now ready to begin a period 
set aside for public comment. Our intention to 
try to inswr that all opinions on the 
recomrnen~lation affecting these states are heard. 

We have assigned thuty minutes for 
this period We ask persons wishing to speak sign 
up before the hearing began, and they have done so 
by now. We have also asked them to limit their 
comments to two minutes each. We'll ring a bell 
at the end of that time. Please stop when your 
time is up. 
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I Written testimony is welcomed by 
2 the Commission any time in the process. If all 

6 Thank you very much. 
7 First, from the State of Indiana, 
8 Mr. Pat Avery. 

I 

2 

3 those signed up to speak would please stand up and 
4 raise your right hand, we'll administer the oath. 
5 (Witnesses sworn.) 

9 PRESENTATION 
10 BY 

1 1  MR. AVERY: 

12 Honorable Chair, distinguished 

3 

4 

5 

13 Commissioners, thank you for the opportunity to 
14 express my views. My name is Pat Avery. I'm 
I 5 employed at the Naval Air, WASP, Warfare Center in 

I 19 the D ~ D  recommendation for our center. Mayor 
20 Goldsmith's idea are progressive and innovative as 

13 

14 

15 

16 Indianapolis. 
17 I stand before you as an endorser 
18 to Mayor Goldsmith's alternate implementation of 

21 are our center. 
22 For example, our center's one of 
23 the first DOD facilities to develop and implement 

16 

17 

18 

1 1  I view the mayor's implementation I I 

9 r ' b  
1 2 of the current DoD recommendation as the silver 1 2  

3 lining above the black cloud of our facility 
4 closing. 
5 I think Vice President Gore would 
6 be very supportive of the mayor's plan as it's 

24 a true combination labor management partnership. 
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( 7 reinvention of government in the truest sense. 1 7  

24 

l 8  The mayor's recommendation l 8  
9 implementation provides you with an opportunity to 

10 determine a win, win, win situation for the DOD, 
I 1 the employees, and the city, and to a win, win, 
12 win partnership in implementing the mayor's plan, 
I 13 the D ~ D  will realize a greater opportunity for 113 

1 14 cost savings. The impact on the current employee 
15  base in terms of job loss will be minimized and 
16 the city will be provided with an opportunity for 16 

I 7 economic growth in lieu of certain negative 117 

I:: In summary, I feel that 

- 
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PRESENTATION 
BY 

MR. COAN: 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm a 
mechanical engineer in the Naval Warfare Center at 
Indianapolis. I was fortunate enough to speak to 
Mr. Kling when he was in town on Monday. 

First of all, I'd like to thank him 
for his careful attention to what we had to say 
while I was there. 

Mr. Kling made the comment while he 
>was there that he was surprised and also impressed 
with what he saw. I believe what Mr. - what the 
r:ommissioner saw was a highly-skilled work force 
of' nearly 3,000 employees who were extremely proud 
of' the work they do for all branches of the 
~ervice, and I believe Mr. Kling saw a facility 
that is unique within the federal government and 
that under one roof we can fabricate and document 
and design nearly any conceivable piece of 
e:lectronic equipment, as well as provide full 
spectrum, life cycle support of that equipment. 

As I told Mr. Kling during his 
visit, I believe there may have been bias in the 

20 implementation of the mayor's proposal will enable 
21 us to become an enterprise of the 21st Century 
22 today. Thank you. 
23 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:   hank you, Mr. Avery. 
24 Mr. Larry Coan? 
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presentation thinking sacrificing the Indianapolis 
facility would somehow booster the standards of 
the river facility. 

For that reason, I would ask the 
(:ommission only consider corrected COBRA data that 
vlras presented by Mayor Goldsmith earlier. 

Finally, I like to add that I 
believe the employees at our center are very much 
behind the mayor's innovative plan. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Coan. 
Mr. Roger Brouse? 
PRESENTATION 

BY 

MR. BROUSE: 

Good afternoon distinguished 
Commissioners. My name is Roger Brouse. I've 
come to you as a citizen of the State of Indiana, 
a federal taxpayer and a longtime employee of 
Irrclianapolis. 

Throughout my career at NAWC 

In tiianapolis, I've recognized the unique 
capability we have there, both people and 
falcilities. The residents there provide 
innovative technology solutions to the federal 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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7 Now I say federal instead of D ~ D  ,.- 
ecause over the years I have seen our customer 

expand federal activity, including DOD, but 
5 also the National Security Agency, Federal 
6 Aviation Administration, NASA, foreign 

condense1 t - BASE CLOSURE 

7 governments, and many others. 
8 Our capabilities and initiatives 
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1 system's acquisition process. 

9 have constantly been in line with, if not at the 
:O leading edge, of national policy, an example of 
. I which is Vice President Gore's Reinventing 
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1 production. We have the expertise to be able to 

; 2 Government Program. 
!3 We are a designated reinventing 
14 laboratory. We were among the first of D ~ D  

2 support the acquisition process through any 
3 phase. If a contractor gets in trouble in a 
4 production effort, we have the expertise to 
5 provide support in that area all under one roof 
6 all within the same team. 

We have been able to respond to 
8 emergencies on any of the conflicts that have I 
9 arisen and during peace time. We have a strong 

10 customer focus. We implemented the TQL before it 
1 1  was fashionable. We used the Baldridge Quality 
12 Award criteria on our own to evaluate how we can 
13 improve our processes or improve our support to 
14 our custt)mers. 

15 activities to implement a labor/management We have a broad customer base, as 
i 6 partnership. We have written and used performance Roger di:scussed. We get appropriate funding with 
17 specifications in acquisitions for many years, as 117 our customers on a negotiated basis for the I 
18 you are familiar with Mr. Perry's acquisition 
: 9  reform initiatives, and we are, to my knowledge, 
20 the first DoD facility to design and implement a 
21 comprehensive organization to facilitate 

18 services ihey want. We have to satisfy those 
19 customers in order to get repeat business. 
20 We had a record year last year. 
21 Our budget has continued to increase. Our funding 

22 streamlining and downsizing in line with what's 122 has conti~oued to increase with the falling defense I - 

budget, which shows that our customers are 
satisfied. 

23 happening in private industry. 
Quite honestly understand that the 
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I Indianapolis technical facility would be 
2 sacrificed by the Naval Air Warfare System to the 
3 facility of China Lake. 
1 I view the loss of our unique 
5 capability as sustainable and I see the mayor's 
6 plan an innovative solution that will meet the 
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'The BRAC scenario, if it's 

implemented, will split that team. You will lose 
the experlise that is now resident in that one 
team and one building in Indianapolis, and we 
think the mayor's plan is innovative. 
Private/ptiblic partnership will keep that team 

23 

24 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Navy's requirements to downsize while providing a 
8 winning solution for the city, the state, the 

13 BY 

, I 4  MR. MOOSBRUGGER: 
; 15 Distinguished Commissioners, thank 

7 together. We urge you to support the mayor's 
8 plan. 

9 e~nployees and the taxpayers. Thank you. 
, lo CoMMIssIoNER ROBLES:  hank you, Mr. Brouse. 

1 1  Mr. Frank Moosbrugger? 
12 PRESENTATION 

: 16 you for the opportunity to speak. I've been at 
'17 the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indiana for 35 1 18 years. I've beem very proud to be a member of a 

9 COMM~S~IONER ROBLEs:  hank you, 
10 Mr. Moosbrugger. 
11 ?%at, I think, concludes the 
12 comments from the State of Indiana. Well, no. 
13 Now to go to the State of Michigan. First, 
14 Mr. John IMirto. 
15 P R ESENTATION 
16 BY 

17 NR. MIRTO: 
18 Ladies and Gentlemen of the 

I 

team that has provided support throughout the 
20 acquisition process to not only the Navy but to 

Department of Defense and other agencies. 'd This team is unique within the WD 
23 and that within one building under one roof we 
24 have the capability to go from pure research to 

19 Commissi~m, I thank you for this opportunity to 
20 speak. I represent the salaried engineers and 
21 technicians in the UAW of Local 41 2 of the Detroit 
22 Tank Arsenal in Warren, Michigan. 
23 I fml that the data presented to 
24 you by the Department of Defense in this 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good morning, ladies and 
entlemen, and we!oome to today's he+hg of the Defense Base 

&lose ~e+gnment +mrmss~on. I'm  an ~ u r o n ,  the 
comrmsslon charnnan. With us toda are my fellow 
mmmissionu.: A1 Cornella; I(cbceu &x; General J.B. Davis; 
S. Lee-Klin ; Admiral Ben Montoya; General Joe Robles; and 
Wendl L. Steele. 

This is the nintk investigative h+uing the 
commtss~on lys held m Washmmn a c e  recelvin the 
recommendat~ons of the Secre of Defense on c&- and 
rrplignments on February 28&% this year. Iq addition, 
slnce March 22nd, we have conducted five ~ g o n a l  hearings 
around the country and in Guam. And comrmssloners and staff 
have made more than 60 visits to installations on the 
Secreta 's list. \rc have re . o d  hearin s this y ~ k  in Dallas rqd 
Albuquerque, anfthere are 13ebasc v~srts scheduled th~s  
week. So we are hard at work. We have a full schedule 
toda , so let me tell you how we wilt roceed. Our first 
panel, from now untd 10:OO a.m., &consist of 
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I ~.epresentatives from the General Accountin Office who wdl 
2 ,%port to us on their analysis of tba meihod50gy in 
3 leachin its fec~mmen&ons for closures and rMgnments. 
4 l%en ,6om10:00a . rn .un~4:~  .m.,weaone- 
r hour lunch break at 12:00 noon, we wl?hear testmony from 
6 the four DOD joint cross service groups that prepared 
7 r~wommendations for the military d artments in the areas of 
8 depot maintenance, undergraduate %t training, medical 
9 mvices, +d labs and tests and evsuations. 

10 Seiuo~ officials from. the. Anp , Navy, Air Force and 
I I defense log~st~cs P ency wdl s ~ t  wd each of the cross 
12 wrviec panels to h e r  iofolpl US as to why the departments 
13 dtxbided to accept or re'ect vanous recommendations of the 
14 ~1069 service roups. k( us begin, then, with the General 
15 Accounting offF.  The base closure law req+ts the =*0 to 
16 report by A p d  lsth, to Congress and h s  comrmsslon, 
17 regatding the recommendations and selection process used by 
18 the De artment of Defense. 
19 6e'n honored to have with us today Mr. Henry L 
20 Hinton, Jr., the Assistant Comptroller General for ~a t io ia l  
21 Security and International Affaus; Mr. David Warren, 
22 Dbmtor for Defense Management and NASA Issues for GAO; and 
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Mr. Barry W. Holman, the Assistant Director for Defense 

7agement and NASA Issues. Mr. Hinton, on behalf of all the 
n~ssioners, I want to thank GAO and ou, personally, for 
sugort of the commission's worz 

s support is evident in our t&timon this 
momiag, as well as in the fact d a t  you.have &tailed 10 - exellent GAO employees to the co-ssion staff to help us 

3 carry on our review and analysis. We're indebt4 to you, 
d sir. All the wmmissioners have had an opportun~ to review 
u Mr. H i n t o n ' s . t m i n y d  GAO's report. .Mr. I? inton has 
1 agreed to h m t  hls opemg  remarks to 10 m u t e s ,  and then 
1 we'll begin questions from the commissioners. 
3 Flrst let me say that the base closure law also 

ires all witnesses testifyin before us to do so under : 3. So may I ask all three of you, Fven though only one 
w U  make a statement to stand and ra~se your nght hands. 

7 (Panel sworn.) 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Mr. Hinton, 
I, we're delighted to have you here this mornin My staff have 

XJ all asked me to express to YOU and the G ~ O  our mdebtedness 
-1 for those excellent people who you sent to us, who have been 
2 very helpful. 
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1 MR. HINTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I'm pleased 
I that we could do that, and I will certainly pass alon your 
I kmd nmarks to the comptroller general on that. Id 
4 Chairman, members of the commiss~on we're leased to be here 
I takiy m discuss our analysis of  DO^-s 19k process and 
6 recommendations for c~osure and reali $mmt. The Defense 
7 Base Closure and Reali ent Act of 990 established the 
8 c-t pmcesses for ~ K b a s e  closure and realignment 
9 acbons within the United States. 

Our report, issued last week, responds to the Act's 
slative quirement  th.t GAO prov~de to the Con- and 
commiss~on an analysis of the Secreta of Defense's 

!!@mmend.nons for hues for closure anyreal~gnment, and 
14 the selwtion used. 
:5 Let me%riefly summarize our key points. First, 
'6 altbough DOD has . in recent years, undergone substantial 
7 downslzlng m fundmg, personnel and force structure, 
8 commensurate infrastructure reductions have not been 
9 achieved. Despite some progress aqd reducing excess 

:o infias.tructure, it !s geneplly reco zed that much excess 
:I q a c l  likely w l l  remam after &95 round. 
-- *I &s view is supported by the military components 
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1 infrastructure were missed. In particular, this was the case 
2 at d e ~ o t  maintenance activities; test and evaluation; and 
3 labonrto facll~t~es. 
4 ~ l x o u ~ h  the services have improved their processes 
5 with each succeeding BRAC round, some process problems 
6 continue to be ident~fied. $I articular, the Air Force's 
7 p m w s  rema@ largely sublec!ve .and not well documented. 
8 Also, ~t was mfluenced b prel~rmnary estimates of base 
9 closure costs that changd when more focused analyses were 

10 made. 
I i For these and other reasons, GAO uestions a number 
12 of the Air Forec:s recommendations. ~ o y e s s  extent, some of 
13 the servtces' dec~sions affecting specific closures and 
14 realignments also raised uestions. For example, the 
15 S g ~ e r y  of the Navy's ?=ision to qxclude certam 
16 faclltt~cg from closure for economc impact ma.ym suggests 
17 that the wonomc impact criterion was not cons~stently 
18 appl~ed 
19 conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we're making a number 
20 of recont~endations to the Secretary o! Defense, the Secretary 
21 of the p ~ r  Force, +d the Comrmss~on, They mclude the 
22 fol lowg five, whch I'd like to hlghl~ght for you. 

- 
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I S ~ / f i c a l l y ,  we are recommending that the Commission, one, 
2 o tarn updated cost and savmgs +ta to the extent.that it is 
3 available from the services, and mclude t b s  data m your 
4 report to the President. 
5 Tht: services are currently going through a drill to 
6 refine their assessments of the expected wst  of implementing 
7 their recommendations; and w e  believe 9 e  Commission should 
8 include thus .informat~on. Two, u ~ r e  more co lete plans 
9 for elirmnatmg excess capacity a 3 i n f i a s t m c t u ~ f o r e  

10 a proving the Air Force s recommendations to realign its 
11 &pot fac~bties. 
12 Thnx, because the services did not adequate1 
I3 wmpletely analyze the set of alternativm developdbY the 
14 chairpersons of the cross service group for test and 
15 evaluation, the BRAC Commission may wish to have the services 
16 complete detailed analyses, including cost analyses for its 
17 wmiderat~on. Four, closely examine the expected wst and 
18 o rational lmpacts associated with the Kirtland Air Force 
19 B" ase reali nment. 
20 ~ n b l a s t l ~ ,  from an equity stand int the Navy's 
21 excl+ion of act~vities from closure lo$$afignment 
22 cons~deratinn, due to concerns over job lossas, should be 
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I and cross sevice group's analyys, which showed far greater 
2 excess capacity than would be el~minated by the Secretary's 
3 fccammendationa. Second, DOD'a 95 BRAC rocess was generally 
4 s o q d  and well documented, and shoutd result in substantial 
5 ~ a v l n s  
a %owever, the recommendations and selection pmwss 
7 were pot without problems. And in some caqi  there are 
8 quest~ons about the reasonableness of the speclhc 
9 recommendations. 

1 0  At the same time, we also noted that improveplents 
11 were made to the process from pnor rounds, mcludmg more 
12 precise categorization of bases and activities. This 
13 resulted ip more accurate comparisons be tyen  like facilities 
14 end functions, and better analyt~cal capabiht~es. We raise 
IS a number of issues, Mr. Chairman, that we believe warrant the 
16 Commission's attention in mnsidering DOD's rroommendations. 
17 Key amon ,these are the folloying. 
18  DO^ s attempt at reducmg excess capxtcity and 
1" ---nnmon support functions facilrtated some important results. 

wever, agreements for consolidating similar work done by 
or more of $e serv iceswe~ limited, and opportunities 

w a c b r e v e  addlllonal reductions m excess capacrty and 
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I examined by the Commission. Mr. Chairman I'd like to, w i t  
2 your mussion, suggest that m statement and our 
3 reporf:whc h was provided to d e  Commission last year be 
4 made a art of the record. 
5 c R A I m u N  ?I.XON: Mr. Hinton, it will be made a art 
6 of the recorcl, and it is so ordered. Have you  conclude^!, 
7 sir? 
8 MR. ICINTON: Yes, sir, that concludes my statement. 
9 We'll be ha to take our questions. 

10 cHM$RrAN DIxJN:  1 thank you very much for a very 
1 I excellent repsrt. Mr. Hinton, legislation requires use of 
12 certified data ~n @e decislon process. In sevefal 
13 mstances, Cc uun~ssion v ~ s ~ t s  revealed that cnt~cal certified 
14 data are inaccurate. What are your views on the 
15 certification b~ocess used by the military services? 
16 MR. ~ ~ N T O N :  Mr. Ch.1-, we have seen an 
17 improvement h s  ear over the valld~t of the data that has 
I8 c o m  into the ?na<sis that DOD bas &ne. And this is 
19 artlcularly with respect to the COBRA analyses that are 
20 gone. The s lvice audit agencios have play+ a very active 
21 role, as has the DOD IG, .m e x a h g  the information that ir 
22 sent forward to DOD for mclus~on in the COBRA analysis. 
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1 examinations that you folks make of these things can be very 
2 helpful us. 
3 Dlrectmg y o u  attention to Page 3 of your report, 
4 I note at the top you say, "However, agreements for 
5 consolldatmg simlar work done by two or more of the 
6 services were limited, and opportunities to achieve 
7 additional rd2ctions m excess ca aci of infrastructure 
8 were missed.. I'm very intern& wig that suggestion, 
9 because I thtnk the Commission ought to be concerned about 

l o  duplication. 
11 And you say, in.p$icular, this was the, case at 
12 depot m t e n e ~  achvities, test and evaluahon, .and 
13 laboratory facilities. Can your shop give us specific 
14 instances where you think a more careful analysis is in order 
15 for the Commiss~on in this area? 
16 MR. HINTON: Mr. Chairman, let me address the 
17 question. I have several arts of my answer here. 
18 CHAIRMAN D D L O ~  Did I say Page 2? It's Page 3 of 
19 your statement. 
20 MR. HINTON: .I know where you are. Yes, sir. This 
21 year, as we all know, ~t was the first year where we had the 
22 cross service analysis that was done. And what we did, we 

I I I 
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1 pa e of that statement references the Air Force's lar ely 
2 su% ~ t l v e  and not well. dpcumented tRItyent of ceL 
3 ma&. And I think it q a general feehg, from 
4 everythmg that the Comrmss~on hears from various sources, 
5 that more needs to be done to look at the suggested idea that 
6 you save more money reducing size at the existing depots than 
7 to close one or more de ts. 
8 What do you &of the logic inherent in that 
9 representation to us by the Air Force? 

10 MR. HINTON: Mr. in that case of the Air 
1 I Force, throughout the prm-d not get the access to 
12 the discussions, the documentation so that we could reall 
13 see the deliberative discussions that took place, and caul% 
14 reall see to what extent aQ the issues were dealt with by 
15  he L r  ~ o r c e ,  as we &d wth the other swvlces. 
16 But in articular with the Air Force, their 
17 decision has to dpvns, in place. It does not go after 
18 and reall add- gettmg nd of ex- infrastructure where 
19 you wou r d have extreme amounts of overhead that could be 
20 reduced if you werf: to close down-one or: more depots. What 
21 the h r  Force dld, m coming up w t h  theu pro sal, did not 
22 appeu to us to be well thought out or adequater supported. 
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I saw the OSD ste up and play s much stronger role in the 
2 process. That fofiowed some of the recommendations that we 
3 made fmm our '93 analysis o f  the BRAC pmcea.8. And I think 
4 that what we saw this year were some very Important results 
5 that occurred from the cross service analysis. 
6 But I think we also learned some lessons, falling 
7 out of the rocess this ear. And let me 'ust htghlight 
8 those, and? think that heyhcy're highlighted also m our 
9 recommendations, There were some opportunities that were 

l o  mssed, and we didn't et to the full extent. But I thqlc 
1 1  what we can learn, ~f &ere are further BRAC rounds m the 
12 future that-to go through a cross service proe+, we need 
13 to back u m tlme about a year before the services begln 
14 their ana$sis of processes; and to look at each common 
15 sup rt function and identlfy specific capacity reduction 
16 g o g i n  the idance that's iven to the swlees. 
17 CHN&AN ~ 1 x 0 2  Well, if1 could interrupt you 
18 there, Mr. Hinton. +ere may be (urthcr BRAC rounds. As a 
19 matter of law that IS not now called., as far as you know. 
20 MR. HINTON: ~ i g h t ,  yes, sir. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We will make a recommendation. 
22 But I can tell you now, there's not gomg to be another BRAC 
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1 We are aware, though, that there have been 
2 questions raised about some of these inad uacies or errors 
3 in some of the data. And I think that wi~% an i- that 
4 will be out there, but will have to be resolved as more data 
s is evolved through the evolution of the process. B and 
6 lar e, from our examination of looking at the CO& 
7 inkormation, we beligve that COBRA was ?riginally set up to 
8 allow for the comparison base closure normnees and 
9 realignments. 

10 It does a good job of that, but it is not ure or 
I I very good budget quali data. That data d evolve rp the 
12 process evolves, and a s % 0 ~  goes forward to make up ~ts 
13 implementation bud et At that time, we would expect to see 
14 chan es in some of &at data. But from our perspective, we 
i r  think thf the certificatio* process has played a very 
16 important role m the rocess &Is year. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIRoN: Mr. Hmton, I t h i i  your written 
18 report is a very interesting one, and I would hope that every 
19 member of the Commission would take it home and read it 
20 thoroughly, and understand everything you've suggested to us 
21 in your report. Because my experience as a member of the 
22 Senate for 12 years convinced me that many of the careful 

Pa e 18 
I &id-it did not seem to y fully address the problem of 
2 slgn~fi-t ex- ca acl m the depot system. 
3 CHAIRMAN D&&: Mr. Hinton, may I interrupt again? 
4 Forgive me for doin this, sir. I'll ask ou directly, sir, 
r is your: staff pre a d  to d+ with ours % make suggestloxu 
6 regardm the wEole quest~on of Air Force depots? 
7 MR. HINTON: ye., sir 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: NOW, then, going further - 
9 Lau hter. 

10 EHAm DIXON: Did I miss something there? 
I 1 MR. HIWON: No, I aused on that because I am 
12 aware that the thar F o m  has &en updating its study, and it 
13 plans to resent that stud and I'm - 
14 C~AIRMAN D I X ~ N :  We are aware of that, as well. 
15 MR. HINTON: And I'm anticipat*g that you all will 
16 robably come back to us and ask our assistance m analymg 
17 &at. ~ n d  that's wh I'm saying, I will be -- 
I8 CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  And in fairness to them, we do 
19 understand the are reworking theu num+rs aqd that we wlll 
20 be heanng f u d e r  from them, and we awat their further 
21 response. Thank you very much for indicating, though, that 
22 your staff people wlth us now, and m your own shop, will 
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1 round in two years. I don't think t+e country and the 
2 Congress,. or anybod 1s ready for lt. So t h e ~ ' s  gom to 
3 be ?me tune lapse. %e have some thou hts m mmd, %ut we 
4 believe everybody needs a little rest.  of a it to you, 
5 ~ i r :  since &Is is t$e last round for now, w& can you do 
6 m your house to pve  us suggest~ons of egre lous cases that 
7 you see out there, where there are o portunifies for this 
8 commission, between now and May I&. when we're mandated by 
4 statute to act, to add to this list other things you think we 

10 ought to be lookin at? 
I I MR. HINT&: Mr . , in response to that, I 
IZ think one category that is ;ead%mt to us IS the area 
t3 of depot maintenance. And there was considerable excess 
I4 upac~ty that was identified. I think we did see some 
15 closures that reduced some of that ex- capacity. But 
16 there's considerable excess capacity that remains out there. 
I7 And I think it's largely in the aviation depot area. I think 
18 that - 
1'9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, if I may interrupt you 
20 there. 
2 1 MR. HINTON: Mm-hmm. 
2;' C H W A N  DIXON: Your next paragraph on the same 
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1 we looked across other states and other communities that had 1 a reement on the size and the structure of the medical force 
: a greater impact of job losses and were not taken off the 2 &at's needed to meet wartime requirements right now. And I 
r list. we thou ht we would brio that to your consideration. 3 think that's a licy decision that DOD needs to come to 

C H A I ~ A N  DMON: A d  you, MT. ~ m t o n .  4 gri s with sq $).t we can see what's needed for wartime, and 
MR. HINTON: Mm-bmm. 5 at %e same time, pnce that out m the peacet~me side of 

1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Klin 6 things. 
COMMISSIONER KUNG: yes, sir, how 8; YOU do? 7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Okay. The medical cross 

I MR. HINTON: Good m o m  . 8 service group provided some 16 separate hospital reali 
J COMMISSIONER KLING: \We've had a number of c and closure alternatives to the servrce wnsideration. 

that lo  of the jo~nt group's alternatives are not amon the DOD 
into I I recomme~?dstions. What's your assessment ofthe uality of 

12 the m@ical joint cross servlu group*s pmccps, an2 the 
your 13 alternatives ~t roduced? 

14 MR. HBLMAN: Barry Holman. I'll tackle that 
looked at some of t h w .  1s question. 

d CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Wamn, would you be kind 16 COMMISSIONER KLING: I'm s o y ?  
1 -- ~ g h  to identify yourself, because we've been talking to 17 MR HOLMAN: Barry Holman. I 1 tackle that - 

t Mr. Hmton. 18 question. 
1 MR. WARREN: Oh David Warren, thank you. We've 19 CHAJRMAN DIXON:. Mr. Holqan, would ou identify 

,2! looked at some of these, but not in deta~l, sir. Our general 20 yourself and t to mto the nuke?  had you. 
,:: 7 is that the best value would come to the government, 21 Mk. HOhRB"*Barry Holman. In lookio at the 
,r m tenns of whatever model you use. 22 medical cross m i c e  process, we were fairly satisfied with 

- 
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COMMISSIONER KLING: So, in a broad sense, though, 1 that p-. It did come up with a number of 
: you would sa that if they would give us the savm s 2 recommendations. We found very little reason to question 
i mvolved, tharthat is something that should be loo& ina 3 those rsonunendations. We noted that a wuple or few were 
r htber? 4 not acceptetl by the services. And they seemed to have good, 

MR. WARREN: Yes, in fact, if they would give the s operational reasons for not doin so. i saw r rovolvg. But $at's the key - you have to make 6 COM MISSIONER KLIN~: You felt that the cross - sure t%at that m fact, will happen. We had the one case 7 m i c e  group's recommendations were sound? And you felt 
t out at ~ewark .  8 that the one: that the Army, Navy and Air Force declded to 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Ri~ht .  9 adhere to we? all that was necessary? 

1) MR. WARREN: Where the pnvatization was 10 MR. HOLMAN: Yes, sir. 
: recommended. We went back in and look4 at it, and we saw I I COMBIIXSSIONER KLZNG: Oka 

2 that the pa back jum from, I believe it was around 6 12 MR. HINTON: Cornmissiqner dkg, I'd just like .to 
i y- to 17 ears, w i i i l l  a numbq ofuwesolved issues 13 add and come back - until DOD r able to ldentlfy what its 
* out there. A d  when ou see that kmd of thmg, ou ust 14 wartime requinments are, which 1.think is ve 
3 have to, again, scrub &e numbers, be careful a n d r d e  sure 15 here, +d them's been several heam s on the%il?fiP,%\e 
5 thst rivatlzation is the right wa to go. It may well yield 16 dealt w~th that recently there's no c?m assessmeat of what 

-7 beoe?its. but ou have to work J e  numbers 17 is excess in the medic& arena right now. And I think that's 
1 COMM~IONER KUNG: Thank you. .As you further, in 18 a step that nexls to be taken in order to identify that, and 

"9 vour report here you have, Mr. Hinton made a statement that 19 then go through the process of saying what needs to close and 
?ards Mc~le lan ,  in moving it to $art Leonard Wood,.that 20 change, or be ilown$raded to cl+in~cs. 

to do111 so we should m@ce sure .that permits are m 21 So 1 thlizk that s an o n tssue. But Mr. Holman's 
and so ford. If the p m t s  were I. place, and if 22 right in whew we came o u g n  that. 

I - I 
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1 A n  you familiar ykh, apparently, the new emergin EPA rules I that future nuclear submarine work requirements in the 6avy 

.-.here they're omg to uite callmg a base an ~ P L  site fence 2 could be met with the closure of Portsmouth. Obviously, the 
ince, and t%eY9re wiling to narrpv the smpe of their 3 Navy chose not to ado t that alternative. Do the current 
gnat~on of a national priorities list site to just the 4 recommendations resul( in significant excess capacity in the 
of contamination and the rest of the base could be open r Navy's nuclearui able shipyards? 

6 for re-use? Are ou familiar with that? 6 MR. HINT~N:  There will be excess capacity in the 
7 MR. W&N: Not the specific recommendation -- 7 Navy shipyards. We did no( find any reason disagree, 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: T h ~ s  is Mr. Warren. 8 though y ~ t h  the Navy's rationale for not movmg to close 
9 MR. WARREN: Mr. Warren, I'm sony. That is 9 other s b l  yards. 

' lo something that we have been recommendmg over the past 10 C~%MISSIONER STEELE: Okay. First of all, was 
I 11 several years. So if that is in fact coming into effect, we 1 1  private .sector shipyard capacity taken into consideration by 
12 thmk that's appropriate. Because what we've.seen h r  is 12 either Navy, DOD or GAO, when you looked at that cate ory7 
13 e a t  once a base IS put on thp closure list and rt's an L 13 MR.  HIN?'ON: The Navy took that into consisemiion 

114 ate, then all contammated sltes on that base, then, start 14 when ir was going through its assessment. I think it was 
IS  to receive finding on a priority basis. 15 readil a parent m the decision on Lon Beach. And we 
16 So you may have other bases that are in the active 16 lookd arall the data surroundin that fecision. 
17 arena that are havmg much more serious problem that needs to I7 CCIMMISSIONER STEEL%: When they looked at thal 
18 be dealt with. But because of resource constraints they 18 regarding Long Beach did they quantify that? Is that in the 
19 can't be reached, while you have a lesser problem being taken 19 backgrund records? f'm uncertam. 
20 care of.on a closed base. So we.think that makes a lot of 20 M K.. WARREN: On the rivate sector capacity? 
21 sense, m terms of the use of l ~ m t e d  resources. 2 1 Cf3MMISSIONER STEEEE: Correct 
22 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So you would support the 22 MR. WARREN: No, I don't believe ihat was 

Page 32 Page 35 
I notion that if there were a large groundwater problem, we 1 quantified. 
2 wuld release the surface land for re-use, and continue with 2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. So it was looked at, 
3 the clean-up of the groundwater problem ad infinitum, given 3 but not measured. 
4 the- 4 MR. WARREN: It was looked at in a very general 

ough. Okay, we'll start 
was dealt with on the 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay, thank you. Switching 
17 back to delwts - 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did Mr. Holman have something he 
19 wanted to tsa ? 

work 20 MR. ~oLMAN: I just-wanted to say, I think there 
21 was an assnmptlon that the pnvate sector ca acity was there, 

Hinton. 22 not that a particular assessment was made o h a t ,  or an 

Page 33 Page 36 
I Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 1 attempt to measure it. The assumption was made that ~t was 
2 &AIRMAN DMON: I thank ou, Admiral Montoya. 2 there. I thi~dc, fmm the standpoint of our analysis, with 
3 Have ou corn leted our uestionin 7 3 the excess ca acity that's remaining in the Navy depot 
4 ~OMM&SIO&R   ON TOY XI For now, yes, sir. 4 system, we cl?dnho't see that as bein a significant factor that 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner S t ~ l e .  5 needed to be bmu ht to bear on &eir decisions. 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Good m o m g .  a COMM I S S ~ N E R  STEELE: For either coast? 
7 MR. HINTON: Good morning. 7 MR. HOLMAN: Yes. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: As a uick follow-up h m  8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Air Force deyts  - in 
9 Commissioner MontoyaVs questionin I be%eve 1 noted in our 9 your statement for the record, there's the quote that UM 

10 report that. the Navy did exclude k u r  facfatips hom drther 10 Air Force's remmmendation may not be coat-effecti~e and does 
11 ~ns~derfltion, though, +use of economc mpact. So it did 1 1  not solve the problem of excess depot ca ac~ty. Op the 
12 luck m, m those areas; 1s that correct? 12 cost-effect~vr port1011 of that statement f m  wondering , on a 
13 MR. HINTON: In those areas. But it was a judgment 13 preliminary apalysis for cost to close the Air Force's 
14 call that was made. The second part of the question - was 14 recommendat~tmns, the numbers ap to be Iu h both in the 
15 there an - 15 sense of nurnixrs of personnel t h a E  assumd to be 
16 CAMMISSIONER Sl"EELE: The political. 16 relocating if ei facility would close, and amount of 
17 MR. HINTON: - motivation. 17 infrast~cture that would have to be either moved or 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Sure. 18 reconstlhted ,%\mewhere else. 
19 MR. HINTON: That's my answer to that. 19 Have yc ~u looked at those figures and the 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay.. That.'s what I assumed; 20 percentages that were assumed by the Air Force? And what 
t wanted to make sure there. Startmg wth the Navy 21 were your conclusions? 

the depot maintenance cross service group suggested 22 MR. HO LMAN: Barry Holman. We've looked at that, 

1 I 
Page 31 - Page 36 Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 



Mult i-Page * 
Base Realignment & Closure April 17, 199 

judgment? 
MR. HOLMAN: I think so, yes. 

~. COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Switching to, 

ly 

I 
I Page 38 

1 people ploving around, that's an indicator for us that that's 
2 somethm that we have to look at very closely. Because 
3 historicafy, those have been the decisions that we h v e  had 
4 the most concern and problem with, particularly when you get 
5 into the cost and savmgs area. 
6 And I would also add as ou et into this Air 
7 Force situation that b i d y ,  &e w%ole intmt of the base 
8 closure and rdignment rocas was to close facilities, and 
9 not to o iota a mode oPdownsizing in place, so to speak. 

10  OMM MISSIONER STEELE: One 1ast.question in that 
I I area. I noticed that 30 rcent of the value glven to the 
12 different ALCs is the ag i ty  to accept different operational 
13 missions. But it ap- that then wasn't a measurement of 
14 current co-located mss~ons and what the cost would be to 
rr move those missions should they need to be moved if an ALC 
16 closed. Did you look at that issue and what those costs 
17 would add to u -front costs to close of different ALCs? 

1 8  C H ~ M  DMON: Mr. Holman 
19 MR. HOLMAN: We have not lookeh at that in depth, 
20 no. 
21 COMMISSIONER SFE.LE: Would it seem something 
22 reasonable that the Comrmss~on ought to look at, m your 

lastly - - 
C H W A N  DIXON: Now, let me SF, now, Mr. Holman 5 

and Mr. Hmton are both md~catma yes. m answer to that I 6 

- 
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1 report -just b e c a ~  +ere have b a lot of guestions 
2 msed to the C o m s s ~ o n  on h s  issue re ardqg Reese Air 
3 Farce Base - the k r  Force recummendd closm Reese A r  

EorceBase because it rated last, relative to the o i e r  four 
4 bases m the under raduate flyln trammg category, when 
D measured against gbe 8 DOD sekption criteria. 
bssey However, community concerns arose over the issues 
8 of tential errors in the ~x ~orce's  scoring of selection 
9 cri&a No. 1, mission requirements, and its reliance on data 
la gathered under the cross service group p r o m  to make this 
11 assessment. The Air Force's inibal revlew of the community 
12 concerns indicated that, while there were data errors they 
13 did nqt significantly alter the relative scoring of the b+ses 
14 f6r cntena 1, and would not chan e the recomtuendaeon. 
15 You comment that the AIS &rce was finalizin rts 
16 response to those issues while you wen doin your field 
17 work. Do you have any follow-up comments on ta t ;  on wh&er 
18 those issues would have impacted the recommendations? 
19 MR. HINTON: Commissioner Steele, we raised - 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: This is Mr. Hmton. 
21 MR. HIWON: S0n-y. We raised this in our report 
22 to draw your all's attention to this - that it was still an 

- -  . 
question. 

MR. HINTON: Yes, sir. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Our chairman keeps us all on 

track here. UPT bases - let's see. The general approach to 
infrastructure reduction was to consolidate functions at 
selected installations to eliminate functional du lication. 
Svch an appr.py.h wo@d appear applicable w J t h e  Navy and 
h r  Force avlatlon trallllng programs, and would support a 
broader cross service traintne system. 

- 
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r and we noticed that there. are significant differences 
2 between, say, how the Ax Force calculates cost to close, 
3 and, say, how the Navy would. The Air Force tends to look at 
r movin more personnel, more items. There are differences in 
5 how t%e costs are calculated, such as moving items - it's 
6 based more on the value of the purchase of quipment and on 
7 actual moving costs. 

Do ou feel the joint .c?o& service group looked at 
all possibi: m-lidat~ons m that area? 

MR. HOLMAN: Barry Holman. As far as we can 
determine, they looked at a number. I think we're satisfied 
with the numbers that they looked at. The one area where we 

Page 4C 
1 Army, in terms of consolidation, as well as CQ-location. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. The jomt cross 
3 service group established, for criteria number one in 
4 military value, the functional analysis across d l  the UFT . 
5 bapes: The Au Forces chose to do ap iqd 
a cntenon 2 through 8, but adopted cntena"P",~w%Y,"~ 
7 changes of areas they thought were probably not relevant to 

- 
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unresolved issue when we completed our work. And it was 
something that we thou ht that ou all needed to look into. 
We do understand that fhe Air Jorce has completed its 
analysis right now. And basically, its position has remained 
urtchanged, but we have not seen that. So we haven't done any 
ar~alysls of its final stud . 

COMMISSlONER OL.~. Could we tmunsc that 
off you once we analyze it? 

I ~ R .  HINTON: Yes, ma'am. We'd be happy to take a 
look: at that for you, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. I have no further 
qutz-itions, Mr. Chairman. 

CH+IRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Stetlt. 
Go n~mssloner A1 Cornella. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Good morning, gentlemen. 
MR. HINTON: Good morning. 
MR. WARREN: Good mornin . 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: f d  like to ask a few more 

depot uestions. I would hope they're not redundant, but 
would& a little more pointed, a lrttle more specific. 
You've indicated that you feel the A r  Force approach to 
reducing excess capac~ty may not be appropnate; is that 

8 So we see sorpe thip s about the Air Force process 
9 +t stnkes us as +mg h %. But we have not looked at it 
10 m depth to dete-e ustghow much so. 
11 COMMISSION~R STEELE: Would you also look at 
12 movement of rsomel in the same light, or differently? 
13 MR. HO~MAN: Pretty much in the same light. A ah. 
u I think m lmhog at the Air F o m  roam, we saw &at, as 
15 I recall, the movement of rsonnel)would occur later in 
16 subsequent ears. And of%-, that affects, also, the 
17 cost, as weli' as the ex tcd slvm s 
18 COMMISSIONE S T E E ~  ~ r .  Warren. 
19 MR. WARREN: Mr. Warren. Yeah, in looking at this 
20 rocess over a series of years - this is oyr fourth time 
21 f k i n g  at the r- - we get wtam bps. And when you 
22 see a lot of MRCON going on, and when you see a lot of 

did have concern was in the area of rotary win training 
where there was not an agreement between thesavy and the 

I I 1 
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8 their service. 
9 Do you feel the Air Force was remiss not doing its 
10 own evaluation on military criteria No. 1, or was thes 
1 1 involvement in the process with the .oint cross semi* roup 
11 sigolficant to the extent that they fed comfortable wth eho 
13 d t s  from that rou 7 
14 MR. ~0dd' I think that i+ p? much the A* 
15 Force's call to d e .  We do not part~cular y question theu 
16 u*ng the cpss service data. Certainly in doing so, 
17 obviously, ~t sounds redundant, but you do get more of a 
18 cross service flavor with that criteria 1. But that was the 
19 Air Force's call to make. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: &d that was Mr. Holman. 
21 MR. HOLMAN: S o y  srr. 
n COMMISSIONER STEE E And lastly, reading from your 

21 
22 
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correct? 

MR. HINTON: Yes, sir. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: In your recommendations 

the Commission consider the closure of other Air Force s, how man do you thinlr should be closed? 
MR. H I ~ O N :  1 think that that's still open to some - speculation. I .that in the Air Force. there was 

1 consideration gomg mto earl 1995 that they were 
J wnsiderin u to two. But &it chan~ed somewhere in the 

11 F e b m  -dm! tirneframc. GAO doesn t have a position on how 
: mimy ,%ut what we do know is $at there is excess qpacity 
3 and that the methodology the k r  For? was em loym took 
: advantage of some ongo* eternal h r  Force s. k .dies f ookmg 
r at the t q t i a  for wnsoli%i!m some commodi.ties. 
5 E d  it drew u n that ln6rmation in malung its 8" 1 raommmdations to ownsize in lace. Those studies that the 
- Air Force us$ were no! compfete. Some of the 
3 recommendations the A r  Force dld make do not agree with 
0 those commodity studies. end  that process is still evolving, 

.XI and I'm sure that ou all w l l  get lnto that today. ... 
-A One of the k n g s  that we noted was that there was 
2 going to be a plan to perhaps spread some workload to some o f  

Page 44 
r the existing Air Force depots. And that in turn could, over 
? time, . d e  it more costly to close any depots in the future 
3 by domg that, as opposed to makmp: the more difficult choice 

x r d  who if is answering? Commissioner Cornefla. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

estimating the cost to close an Air Force de t, the Air q! assumed that P depot closure would -%)in the 
j elimination of only 7 rcent of the positions at thatde t. 
5 The rest would be reargned to-other depots, as ou ?gated  
7 a moment ago. ~n your view, is h s  a ratsonabre estimate of 
r the personnel savings that would be achieved from closure of 

Page 46 
1 They were looking at an area that was within a single area 
2 defined by the economic jmpact region. So we thought, you 
3 know, that was the Na s call to make. 
4 1 understand the %Terence in terms of rso~l~lel, 
5 but we saw that as somewhat different from %ee decision that 
6 the Secretary made regarding the other four facilities in 
7 California. But we had no particular reason to question the 
8 Guam one. 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But even with the 

10 facilities in California, I believe the direct job loss would 
1 I be around 2 000 jobs for those four. It seems l&e that the 
12 Navy exte,nded its neck quite a bit in o r d ~  to declare that 
13 ~t was savmg a couple thousand jobs. Dld that occur to you 
14 at all? 
15 MR. HINTON: I think, Commissioner, that was a 
16 'udgment. And we observed what was happening, and we didn't 
17 bave any reason to disagree with what was happening on that 
18 decision. 
19 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You have no feelin there 
20 may have been other installations that were not includd m 
21 the report that may have bem taking ofl, because of economic 
22 impact? 

1 
2 
3 - 

r t6 closi5 ade  t.-- 
C ~ A N  DIXON: May I interrupt, Commissioner ; Cornella? I wonder if the reporter would be able to identify 

7 the testifyin on each occasion if Mr. Warren, Mr. 
3 ~ i n z d  Mr. H O L  jun kind of qut their s i p  in your 
3 direction. And then the chair wouldn t ne+ to qterrupt. 

:o Would the m r t e r  coomate w t h  me. and ~dentifv for the 

: 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
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MR. HINTON: No, sir. 
CClhMISSIONER CORNELLA: You uoted some concern, I 

believe, over the redirect, or the Letterkenny, the 
Coms!;ion, a ain, loolun at what was directed by the 199: 
Commission. h a t  is not t%e only d i r e c t .  Do you have an) 
concerns about an others? 

MR. XINT~N: For -st of the redirects, we didn't 
have much issue with the redirects. The Letterkenny we 
wanted to point out to you because we thought it was a change 
from 1993, from the move to consolidate at Letter Kenny. And 
in the '95 realipment, they were proposing to not do the 
consolidation, ut m turn, take some of the missile guidance 
maintenance and take it to Tobyhanna, and leave some of the 
assembly work up at Letterkenny as well as keepin some of 
the yintt~nance on the mobile support equipment down at 
Annlston. 

That was a difference from what was originally 
proposed in '93, and we wanted to brin that to our 
attention 11 see if you all were going to& satiszd with 
that. 

9 and-Air Force de f? 
a MR. HOL&: I don't h o w  that w.e have a precise 
:I answer on that. I thdc we would sa we thmk that's an area 
2 that needs to be looked at very close& to see just how many 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Also, you expressed concern 
about the White Oak wmd tunnel. Now, was that your 

19 
20 
21 
22 
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I gemomel would have to move, if you were able to close a 
?. epot and transfer the work elsewhere. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I know the closures on 
r Guam, as far as the Navy facilities, will amount to about 20 

nt of the estimated savings for the Navy. And I saw : =reference to that in the report, other than the note 
7 regarding the PWC in Guam. The Navy went to great pains, I 
s thought.to.acknowled e that .they did consider cumulative 
9 emnomc rmpact as afactor m arnvmg at some of their 

.O decisions. 
' I In the case of the Guam ublic works center, they 
2 cited that they were concerne8about civilian 'ob losses. In 

:3 reality, closipg @at ublic work ca t e r  would robably only 
r ca- a civihan job i ss .  of about. 100 to 300 and 
:5 possibly not that many if the facili was turned over to the 
: e  government of Guam to operate. g d  it appear a little 
'7  vns i s t en t  that there was concern expressed about that, 
: 8  *le at-the same time, .there were thousands of other 
'9 civlllan obs bemg elimmated on the island of Guam? 

MA. HOLMAN: We looked at that one as w e  did all of 
-m, and we did not have a articular w n e m  about the 

(II(;vy's decision. Agam, tharwas their decision to make. 

- 
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1 observation, or was that the Navy's observation, that the DOD 
2 may need that further? 
3 MR. HINTON: A combination of both. We observed 
4 that from the Navy and from others who have made that 
s statement. 'We thought that that was an issue that should not 
6 lose sight of; that maybe some other government installation 
7 either m the I')OD, or in tpe government, might be able to 
8 take advantage of that facility. And llke some of the other 
9 issues that we brought for the commission in our report, we 

10 didn't want that to drop through the cracks; w e  wanted you to 
1 1 be aware of that. 
12 COMMI.SISIONER CORNELLA: Was there any concern 
13 about - or the same concern - about the inertia laboratory 
14 and the centr~fuge at Warminster, for example? Are you 
1s familiar with that facility? 
16 MR. HOLMAN: No. I'm not familiar with that 
17 concern. Let me say that the concern we raised about White 
18 Oak came about because, in looking at the Joint Chiefs of 
19 Staff review cjf the base closing vmmex@ttipps, that issue 
20 surfaced there. It d ~ d  not get promment vislbdity 
21 otherwise, ant1 so we thought it a propriate that we should 
22 raise it to make sure it was fully kumented.  
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t% I think, from where we would sit in our report. In the o er 

2 services, I think, we got a larger degree of access, where we 
3 could assure ourselves what was considered and what was not 
4 considered flnd for the reasons. The h r  F o p ,  that 
5 condition d ~ d  not exlst, and we wanted to b m g  that out 
6 because we do think that affected, possibly, some of the 
7 decisions that were made. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Data ha;s been rovided to 
9 you by the Fort Indimtown Gap community reltmg to L& cost 

10 and savings calculated by the C O B M  analysis, ~iting~higher 
1 1  costs and substant~ally reduced savmgs. I'm not sure lf you 
12 are aware of that. 

MR. HINTON: Yes, sir, we are. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Have you 

15 investi ated this? And what are your conclpions? 
16 I ~ R .  HOLMAN: we've looked at +s not with +e 
17 degree of depth that I would llke, or the tlme I would 11ke. 
I8 I've seen the reports that have come from Fort Indlantown 
19 Gap. I've also seen the Army's r T n s e ,  their analysis of 
20 that. I have some open questions a ut it, but I'm just not 
21 in a position to ive ou a final answer on it. 
22 COMMISS~ONJR COWLLA: But you will provide us 

- -5)- - - 
I with an answer to m question, 
2 MR. HOLM&: If ou B A r w e  can get it. 
3 COMMISSIONER ~ O ~ E L L A :  I desire that. I MR. HOLMAN: Yes. slr. 

- 
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I MR. HOLMAN: I don't that I want to b e  
:! word chaotlc. 
:, COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. 
4 MR. HOLMAN: The Air Force process certainly is 
5 different - 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: It's different. 
7 MR. HOLMAN: - somewhat from the other services. 
8 It is not as well documented. You rightly touch on the fact 
9 that the Air Force does not do a military value, per se, as 

10 the other services do. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER COX: Right. 
12 MR. HOLMAN: So, es, those things together make it 
13 more difficult to sort out d e  roaxs that they did follow, 
14 and the recommendations thafwere derived. 
I5 COMMISSIONER COX: Both on cost and military value. 
16 MR. HOLMAN: That's correct. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Thank ou. And I know - 
18 ('m sure you are but you're continuin to l?kk at this, 
19 obviously, and rho &ta that ip ~oxqin~fonvard, nght? 
20 You're not ust sto m at h s  pomt. 
21 MR. klNT0R: Fm sure the Commission is oing to 
22 te, based on what I*ve heard so far this morning, %$ang us 
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5 COMMISSIONER CORN&: Thank you. The& you very 
6 much. Mr. Chairman. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissioner Cornella, and 
8 in view of his line of uestioning, which was very good 
9 staff has asked me %ari'uysomething wi* respect to the 

l o  testimony of Mr. Hmton. ou are not saym - well, no, let 
1 1  me not ask it that way. Mr. Hinton, since d m h  lst, have 
12 you had access to any mformation you wanted in the Air Force 
13 shop, support documentation of your views about what was 
14 done m that lace? 
15 MR. &TON: We've gotten - largely, we've gotten 
16 a- to their documentation smce M q h  1; to the extent 
17 that ~t was documented, we've otten ~t. .  We've had 
la discussions with A r  Force staff to amplify on the 
19 documentation that was there. 
20 MR. WARREN: 1f.I could add - there are some 
21 situations such as we've d~scussed in the depot area, where 
22 mfonnation 1s evolvmg. And so that causes some particular 

Page 40 
1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Than! you. The Air Force 
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1 tcl assist on some of these other issues. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Good. 
3 MR. HINTON: So we would be happy to work with you 
4 ori th0.w. 

1 problems, as well. 

- - - - - - . 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Great. Thank you very much. 1 6 You mentioned in your testimony thpt the secretary of 
7 Dt:fense's estimate of cost to implement the recommendation 
8 wt:re $3.8 billion, stead state savings of $1.8 billion, with 
9 a r r t  present value of $18.4 billion. I take it you agreed 

10 wi !h all these numbers, but estimated the net resent value 
I I to be fairly significant about less than that. &at are the 
12 ditFt:rences on how ou came up with the net resent value? 
13 MR. HIPSTO&: Commissioner, one opthe things that 
14 we believe is go@g to happen as a result of the process is 
15 thav there are gomg to be substantial sawn s. In our 
16 report, we present a table that - on Page 6 - that lays 
17 out the vanous o tions for lookin at net present value. 
I8 COMMIS~ONER COX: f ight  
19 MR. HINTON: And it shows &e differences in them. 
20 And when DOD went throu h its process, it used the 2.75 
21 percent discount thing. Anfwe used the latest ones of 4.2, 
22 4.85, which was the one that happened after DOD made its 
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2 excluded F.E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming. from evaluation 2 CHAlRMAN DIXON: Well, it causes us some, too. Mr. 
3 on the rationale that DOD force structure requires 
4 peacekeeper missi1e.s throughout the BRAC '95 implmaWlon 
5 rriod. GAO f o y d  no reason tp .question the basis foq the 
6 ecretary of the h r  Force's.decls~on to e h q a t e  addlt~onal 
7 installatlo~ from the analysis because no slgntficant excess ""Pig exlsted. 
9 lven that the keeper drawdown will be well 

10 underway by the end OGRAC '95 implementation, what are 
I 1 your views on the Air Force, excluding F.E. Warren from 
12 evaluation? 
13 MR. HOLMAN: If I might, let me make a broad 
14 statement in terms of the facilihes that the Air Force 
15 excluded. One of the difficulties we had, iven the time 
16 constraints - again, we did qot et access b the Air Be 17 Force's procxss,. lar ely, uqtd a r the re~~~mmendations 
18 were made pubhc. %he h t e d  documentation that was there 
19 made it very difficult for us to make a full assessment of 
20 bases that were excluded from the process. That would 
21 include Warren also. 
22 MR. HINTON: That's a very important point, I 

3 Warren. And we remind ou of the statutory dropdead date of 
4 May 17th. So as you e v o L  and we evolve and others evolve. 
5 remember that we have to quite evolving by May 17th and go up 
6 against the wall. 
7 MR. HINTON: We understand that. 
8 MR. WARREN: I'd be happy to get firm numbers. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Rebecca Cox. 

10 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you very much. I know 
1 I ou've been asked several uestions on depots, and you've 
12 k n  very forthxi ht. So 1 2  me ask a question, which, I'm 
I3 sorry, it s going & be a little confusing. ~ u t  what ou're 
14 basically yyin on the Air Force is that - in a n u m L  of 
15 areas, not just fhe depots - that the roceta that they went 
16 throu h, gven the data that you've & able to see and the 
I I lengd of time +at y o u V v ~  been able to see it, yas chaotic? 
is It bmgs mto questlon some - not only ~ ts  cost, 
19 but I assume that thelr ranking of military values would fall 
r o  under that sort of same category. That may be fine; you're 
:!I just not sure, ven what you've seen, that you can valldate 
::2 that data. Is & correct? 
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leciwns. So what we wanted to do was make sure the 1 C+$A cost data. The Navy actually goes out to the 

: "mmission had the benefit of all of those right there. 2 factlities that are affected to ather data. And m domg 
COMMISSIONER COX: I*m sorry, maybe you could just 3 so, ou can encounter some iifferen- between those 

a31 rbc two numbers. They're the same numbers, just at 4 facifitie. and the Navy BCEG when it starts scrubbmg the 
d ! t  times? 5 numbers. 

t MR. HINTON: Yes, time value of the money. 6 The may have a different interpretation. 
COMMISSIONER COX: I see. 7 ~ i s t o r i c a l ~ ~ ,  they have several ears of experience doing 

! MR. HINTON: And it differs some. By having a 8 BRAC. So the tend to scrub Lose numbers closely, and do 
i m e r  discount rate ou can have larger net p-t value. 9 result in some differences. ~t ?p- to us that most of 

COMMISSI~~ER COX: ~ i ~ h t  10 the differences did occur h s  time came in the techca l  
MR. HINTON: And quicker re&rns on investments. 11 center area. We've looked at some of those, some of those 

:: . b d  che hi her the rate oes, it changes that. -. 12 data. Some of the changes that the Navy BCEG made, we had no 
A. COM~V~ISS~ONER {OX: And maybe-the answer to this is, 11 problem with. They seemed nuonable to us. 
:. rt's not the way it works, but to have a discount rate change 14 Some, I would say, in the short time we had to look 
:- &at mrt of dramatically - I mean not dramatically, but in 15 at them, were probably too tough to call in the timeframe we 
:r &e sense that you're using 4.7, 1 h i e v e ,  and they're at 16 had. They're st111 bein reviewed within the Navy. The Navy 
:- w o  points lw, a lot less than you all, over, really, just 17 audit sc;.rvice is even fooki.8 at some of them. So we're just 

Ie of month period. 18 suggestln , I realize the time 1s short - 
j; m% that reall .an a ropriate way to look g it, or 19 CO~MISSIONER COX: It was a wasted question 

!% %odd we be l w L g  a W ~ - ~ e a r  ~ t e s ?  1-feel l k e  that's 20 MR. HOLMAN: They're still to resolve themselves. 
1: 'md of a bi m g  m a short nod of time, and whlle it 21 We think they need to be lpoked at, just because of the 

does't  nalb matter because all relative, I suppose, 22 concerns that have been msed. 

~t's a little concerning to have, using this sort of almost 
: dailv rate. - MR. HOLMAN: Ri ht. That rate changes yearly. 

COMMISSIONER AX: Right. 
MR. HOLMAN: And it 'ust so ha pened that it 

ih-es with the submission oflthe ~ m i i e n t ' s  budget. 
-COMMISSIONER COX: Mm-hmm. 

MR. HOLMAN: And that's why the services, as they 
were doin their discounts - doing them rates, they were 
winr the g.75. When the Pm~dent ' s  budnet came out. it 

Yage 39 
COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. 
MI< HOLMAN: Aga.in, I think.many of them have been 

resolved, and we do not disa ree with many of the decisions 
that the Na BCEG has ma&. 

COM~SSIONER COX: Okay. Mr. Cornelta mentioned 
the diffe?ent facility, other than the White Oak one. Let me 
ask you if you looked at, or if you saw an 
at the data, fac~lrty at the Annapolis.Navfl%~nm~~c~g 
was a dm lab p-re facility, wkch is propsed tp be 
abandonel because it's* expenswe to move 11. Dld you all 

.3 

4.85. 1 1  
MISSIONER COX: What was the '93 Commission 12 
te for example? 13 
H'OLMAN: 1t wwas 7 -t. 14 

- COMMISSIONER COX: Tpelccnt? 15 
MR. HOLMAN: A ain, they were using a different 16 

discount rate a roach at &at tlme. 17 
- C O M M ~ ~ ~ I O N E R  COX: m - h ~ h  18 
I MR. HOLMAN: So ou had two *thin 9 that came into 19 
r lay hen. One, you had a &cision to use a 81fferent 20 
: ~ i s c a m t  rate ?pproach, one that war more reflective of 21 
z Treasury b a m g  rates. And then m the process, the rate 22 

m into that an here! 
MR. HOGAN: No we did not look at that, no 
COMMISSIONER C ~ X :  You didn't, okay. ~e&use  

think it's in the sort of same category - 9 expensive to 
move, am1 so more or less suggestmg that ~t be abandoned. 
On the cn?ss service da?, you mentioned briefly -- and I'm 

I mlssed the begmm of your testimony, Mr. - that you felt that t%e data from the cross service 
groups that went forward to the various services was correct 
or at least that its methodology in putting it together was 
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actual1 chan ed muddied the water more than anything. 1 sition -- and there is a question whether we were - to 

: ~OM&SSIONER COX: EXCUX me? 2 &e some of the recommendations of the cross service group 
MR. HOLMAN: The changes tended to muddy the water. 3 and try to implement them, that. we have enou h data and tha 

I COMMISSIONER COX: Ri ht. 4 the methodolog that was used m puttm to e&er that data 
MR. HOLMAN: In pqns o h v i n g  a clear picture of 5 is stron emu that we could rely on i f  sakl  7 ; h e  rate. ~ u t  I t ~ ,  we s a ~ d  m our report, the vanous -- 6 &. H I ~ O N :  ~ e t  me start first, and ken maybe one - the  pact on the various discount rate approaches. And you 7 of the other gentlemen here might want to comment on that. I 

I can see on any one of them, the net present value is very 8 think what'ri clear here is that the cmss service areas offer 
I sigmficant. 9 a starting point for the Commission to look at spme of the 
i : COMMISSIONER COX: All right. Do you have any 10 mformation I thtnk you wdl find some of the mformatlon, 
1 problem with methodolo ? 1 1  like in the depot maintenance area, to be more complete for 
:: MR. HOLMAN: R, we do not. 12 further anal fsis, than maybe some of the other areas. 
+- COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. You made r couple of 13 COM~~ISSIONER COX: Oh 

recommendations; if I could just ask ou to elaborate on the 1s MR. EIlNTON: But I think id the T&E, in the lab 
2 rnf ica l ly .  you suggested that we &mu hly era- them 15 areas, they ofiered v?+oy alternatives to the semi-. 
7 bans for srclus~ons to the CQS~ and savmgs %ah asm~a ted  16 They were not defimtlve m their recommendations m the 
'- wth the closure and realignment scenarios, such as the Naval 17 areas that e e y  sent to the services. Aqd so Ion as there 
f Senlce Warfare Centers m Louisville, Kentucky; 18 are alternatives out there, and the data IS behmfthose I '[ I?&mapolis, Indiana; and Lakehurst, New Jersey. I wonder 19 alternatives, they ma serve ou we11 to pursue some of the 

you can elaborate on what you're loolung at there. 20 issues that au raise &ere, dmrmss~oner. 

i 
MR. HOLM@: Okay. N a y  is somewhat different 21 MR. ~ D L M A N :  One of the difficulties that you run Wrn the other services in their approach to developmg their 22 into when you're looking at labs and T&E, particularly, is 

I I 1 
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1 that the work of the cross service groups - they came up 
2 wth alternative that seemed to move ve small amounts of 
3 workload. Wluch, really, as the asrvices?ooked a! them, 
4 many of them were not cost-effechve moves to make. So I'm 
5 not sure what can be done in that area. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. 
7 MR. HOLMAN: That's where the m s s  service co- 
8 chairs, in a couple of cases, came up with broader-based 
9 alternatives for the services to look at. They were not 
lo alwa s full asessed. We think that may be a startmg. 

~ n i i f  the Commiqion desires to have the serv!ces k"L at tho* further, ce- in the depot -, we tbmk 
13 that area 1s nch to look at m &nus of potential closurss. 
14 I think, particularly, if you look at where the 
15 deputy secretary of defense was at one point, encouraging a 
16 crqss-servicm ajomt depot. if yqu could -h the 
17 plot,, or if.0 !b d d  reach the pomt of specifymg a joint 
18 e t sa m the aviation area, that might allow for 
19 adgtionar infrastructure reductioq. 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: B ht. LA me ask ou a 
21 question. It may not have be+ the%ecretary of ~ e z n s e ,  but 
22 one of the first group that teshfied were here, they 

L 
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1 testified that the were doin a number of thin s in cross- 
2 servicing, outsic& the ~ ~ ~ P ~ r o c e s s .  And I &e it there's 
3 some evidence to show that. 
4 And then, in fact, our - the BRAC - trying to 
s force cross-servicin in any particular area might set them 
6 back. Q e y  implidthere was a process lhst just simply look 
7 a lot of time and a lot of thou ht and d l y ,  perhaps, could 
8 be better handled outside of the %RAC process. An 
9 look at, going through this, give you-an thpuget:&? 

10 I r d z e  that wasn't d l  our oal m &obg a! +s. 
I I MR. HOLMAN: fdbn't $rlr we're m a s~tl~on to 
IZ say to what extent it might set them back. I wou% si 
13 make an observation that in a couple of these areas, z l L  
14 labs and T&E that's an area that s been looked at for years 
15 without signidcant cross-selvicing resulting. So I'm not 
16 sure how much more one mi ht set that area back. 
17 COMMISSIONER ~0%: Oh 
18 MR. WARREN: Yeah, I wourd add that this has 
19 historically been an area that needs a ush. And I think the 
20 Commission, the BRAG proms has R c i l i t n ~  that and I 
21 think that's a good thin m this area It's a very dihcult 
22 area for the services to seal with. So I think any mechanism 

1 I I 
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1 MR. HINTON: And the Air Force 
2 it outside of the BRAC rocess. 
3 COMMISSIONEI! COX: I sea. w you. 
4 CHARMAN DIXON: Well, I think Commissioner Cox's 
5 observations and questions are very valuable. I hope the GAO 
6 will cooperate w t h  us, because I think the wholeganel here 
7 is sensihve the fact that all the services are.= mg 
8 they recognrm there's more that can be done m &e area of 
9 cross-servicing. And it's a ~ i t i v e  area, hard to do. 
10 They're malung some.sl!gbt m-roads not enough. 
I I And I*m ap F ia twe  of Mr. golman's pretty direct 
12 comments about &s matter. To the extent you can mo rate 
1.1 with us, you know, within the next several weeks whicris a 
14 sensitive time for us, we'd appreciate it. I think there is 
15 more that we can look at there. 
16 MR. HINTON: We'd be happ to Mr. Chairman. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ~ e n e d  J.B. Davis. 
18 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. C h a i i .  
19 Havin been the subject of GAO audits over the years I am 
20 very  liar wth the pmeas. And I'm delighted to 6e on 
21 this side of the dias - 
2 1 bughter-1 

-. 
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I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: G& r d y ,  fells. $ 
2 Hinton, the detailed report that's dread bem cornen& on 
3 IS really one I've come to expect over idb ears And 
4 dearly, qur mews on the Au Force have%ecoke c stal: 
5 dear m &IS rocas. In the accommodat~on of the &O m 
6 the rocess E r  the other services, .ust for my general 
7 bacf round. can you tell me how hut was handled? In other 
8 wor&, did. they 8ccommodatp you in the rocas? Were you 
9 integrated m the rocess? Dl$ you find &t useful? 

10 MR. &ON: yes, su: w e  got, I would 
I I ch-te- very good, access to the process that took place 
12 m the other services. We were able to review documentation, 
13 ~nterviews throughout the process, have a good understandin( 
14 of the decisions that were bemg made. There was a very good 
15 audit trail for us; that.ths decisions came out of the 
16 process were substantiated. They could be followed, and the 
17 analysis that was done, for the most part, led to the 
18 decisions. 
19 And we undertook, ourselves, along with the service 
20 audit p u p s  and the DOD 108, enough i w b g  at the internal 
21 umtrol process to psure ourselves that the decision-makin 
22 process worked as ~t was supposed to. We couldn't do thaf it 
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I or process that can .be put in place to help facilitate to 
2 move that forward 1s a ood one. 
3 COMMISSIONE~ COX: Thank ou 
4 MR. HINTON: Ma I add to that alb? 
5 COMMISSIONER ZOX: o h  ~ertainl 
6 MR. HINTON: In the case of the qL Rrce depots, 
7 I'd just llke to add that what they were dong m studymg 
8 the potential consolidation for some of the commodibes 
9 occurred outside of the BRAC process, But when Air Force was 
10 olng through to come up through 1t.s recommendations for 
I I BRAC, it brought that stud in. Now, whether or not the 
I2 C~omrnksion may agree with J e  Air Foroc's plans is up in the 
13 alr. 
14 It's somethin that you need to take a ve 
I5 look at because perfa s maybe if you find that'E6Ek:lam 
I6 should not go forward. Pdon't b o w  that the BRAC would want 
17 to - I mean the Commission would want that to happen as a 
18 part of the BRAC rocess. 
19 COMMISSI~NER COX: Ri ht 
20 MR. HINTON: Because fun&; follows to the BRAC 
21 process. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Oh, I see. 
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1 the Air Force, because we did not enjoy the same level of 
2 aam. 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So ou, in essence, 
4 participgted, or at least were tbue in d e  delivery area of 
5 pr-mg. 
6 MR. HINTON: I would say that we oversaw a lot of 
7 that prqcess. We did not participate in the back and forth 
8 dist:uss~ons. 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. I would like to follow 
lo up 

18 data that's available today? 
19 MR. HINTON: I think it's going tQ tough. I 
20 think there's data out there for the Comm~sslon to look at, 
21 and the staff. And we c.an he1 in areas that you'd like us 
n to wmk on. But ~ t ' s  gomg to !e tough. Some of the 
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problems I mentioned in the exchange with Commissioner Cox - 

:Jn some of the cross service areas, the? were not definitive 
msals put forth; there were alternative+ 

And as you look at the recommendations that we made 
ur report, if we wuld do h s  over again, we had some ra mmmendat~ons that would say to start the process in the - cross service roups a year earlier, before you got to the 

r services. And then you could make some policy decisions as 
1 to which of those functions that you wanted to consolidate, 

1: and have that out m the guidance that went out. 
And I think that would have worked, or been a 

3 bigger step in the process. But having said that, I don't 
_: want to lose sight that there were some important results, I 
4 think, that did come about from the results - I mean, from 
i the cross service efforts. I just don't fhink they went as 

far as ev one ex ted them to go, mcludmg ourselves. 
C O ~ M I S S I O ~ R  DAVIS: As Mr. Holman testified, we've 

9 been lookin at the T&E area for years. 
0 MR. & T O N :  That's true, that's true. 
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1 could take a look at that and reach some decisions: Where it 
2 became difficult, more difficult, m the h r  Force 1s that we 
3 didn't )have those understandings of the jud ents, so we were 
4 left with a, well we're .ust not sure. E d  that was a big 
5 pan o i  our an& made it more difficult for us. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, sa if the Air Force had 
7 provided their secret ballots or tierin d t a  sheets, would 
8 you haw more of a tendency - it would %ave brought you more 
9 mto the mess-  is that what you're sa ing? 

l o  )I!. H I ~ O N :  I think we wourd have had a better 
1 1 underslandin of the decision-making. 
12 A$ R. ~ A R R E N :  M a c  timely act- to the business -- 
13 the notes of the meetmg, and understandmg what was 
14 happen mg . 
15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay, Mr. Hinton, the GAO 
16 report notes that the meetings of the executive group and the 
17 Secretary of the Air Force were not documented. And you've 
18 said that very clearl and .$at clearl is a mistake. It is 
19 not true, however. &e dec~s~ons of J e  Secretarv at those 

:2l , - COMMISs_IONER DAVIS: How much lead time do we need 120 meetings and the rationale for those decisions ak captured 
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: Commissioner. I don't want to lead ou the wrong way. I 
I mean, I think there9! da.ta there but ?thy& it comes down 
3 to looking at wnsohdat~ons. That's the Issue and its 
1 entirety as it relates to there. Anything less than that is 
; at the mar I think. 
5 CO~"~ISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. I'll consider that a 

nsive answer, then. Again, I'm not bein defensive, but ; %need to ask a quation, smce I ess f'm the Alr Force 
4 manber on this Comm.issi?n. The G.&?s report critickq *c 
0 Air F o p  for not objechvel . ranlung .installations y a t l p  

'egons. But you do c d t  them w t h  a more objective 
roach to assigning roll-up ratmgs to ind~vidual criteria 
each base. 

You also criticize the Air Force for putting too 
5 much wei ht on closing costs in their installation tierin 
5 p-s. l%e GAO report on the other hand, compliments tfe 
7 other services for military value p k i n g  
r p d u r e s ,  while notmg the lowest-ranlung bases were not 
? always closed by those serv~ces, due to closing costs or 

:g operational considerations. 
:I Isn't the Air Force method another way of applyin 
2 the judgment of military leadershp to a system that can & 

- - - -  
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m e e t i n 8 & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  DAVIS: sum.&. 
MR. HOLMAN: But we do not have a level of detail 

that woulcl tell us how much - again, for the whole Air Force 
rocess, jiust how substantive were the deliberations that 
rook lace'! And that makes it very d~fficult for us, then, 
to m&e e thorou h assessment. 

COMMISSI~NER DAVIS: Mr. Hinton, ou were talking 
about Rome labs. If I mi ht - you talked a k u t  it in your 
testimony for the record. S o u  noted au exam le of the h r  
Force revisiting Rome lab at tpe suggestion oFthe lab's 
joint cm servicmg group, w t h  the ultimate result of 
recommentling closure. Your example infers the Air Force-DOD 
recommendation to close Rome lab is valid; is that correct? 

MR. IKOLMAN: We're not taking a sition on whether 
that is necessarily - all the elements of %?at move are 
correct. I understand there are some questions about that. 
We were u s q  that as appxara$e, though, where initial cost 
data resulted m one decis~on. ou go back later w t h  a 
different scenario look at it a a h ,  and you tind that the 
cost data is siYdcantly less; ?he return on investment 
time was u~uc  less. 

I - 1 
?age 67 - Page 72 Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 

Page 69 
I driven by statistics, as opposed to operational 
1 myideratiom. and cost consideptions? Both-of which are 
3 major factors m assemblmg rmlltary value opmons. 
1 MR. HINTON:. It's another way, commissioner Davis. 
i Our difficulty there IS that when the appl~ed the cost 
i estimates to close as part of the Air Force process in coming 
$ with i t s  nominees, we could not thmugh our review, @Uy 

r uerrmoe the impact that had. h e  had an example m the 
3 report as it related to Rome. And Rome was ut in one of the 
:1 higher tiers. And as data came forward &ugh the cross 
: I serv~ce process, it showed the cost to close that would have 
:2  peen much less than what the Air Force originally estimated 
:3 lt to be. 
:4 And as a result of that, they had better data and 
:5 they in turn changed their decision on Rome. We don't know 
:a how many other Romes are out there, in that connection. I 
:7 will agree, it is another process. But we had difficult 
:$ reall seeing the entirety of the process, as we would iave 
:9 likei? 
-0 MR. WARREN: If I could just add on that. Part of 

difficulty was, for the other services, we had some 
"erstanding of the judgments that were being made, and we 
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1 We've. see that in several examples between the h r  
2 Force's prel.~mrnary cost data and thelr more focused cost 
3 data. So wc: resent lt urel for that nyson. 
4 COM&SSION& DAVIS: ~ g a m ,  some fmctions on 
s installations recommended for closure or realignment are 
6 operated by contracted crnplo ees. What*. the GA0.a view of 
7 how do ou count these joilossss? Were they proper1 
8 counted'! Have they been wunted by DOD lo its tota? 
9 roc-? And have the services been consistent in looking 

lo  &em contrac:ted sitions? 
1 1 MR. POL&: I'd have to go back aud look at that 
12 one in depth. As far as I can tell ou at this point in 
13 time I thmk we've been fairly we% satisfied with how 
14 theyzve been counted. I'd have to check with my staff for an 
15 answer on that. Be lad to rovide it for the record. 
16 COMM !SSION%R DA&S: Okay, if you would please. 
17 MR. HQLMAN: We'll be ha py to. 
la COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Uda rea  - an area which I'm 
19 obviously very concerned about. In the combinat~on of UPT, 
20 the Army and the Air Force have been wmbined m their 
21 undergraduate, or the helicopter training, essentially, with 
22 doing sort of r primary t r a h g  for helicopter pilots with 
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I both the Air Force and the Army. And then the Air Force I - let me see if I've got the right one here. Did you find 
2 finishes theirs off at further trainin . And the Navy IS not 
3 p&icipating. Is t@s area tlpt tlfe Commission might be 

to work m m your vlew? : allup%$R. HINTO~: ! think the.uniqueness - the Navy 
6 claims that there's a uolque capability needed in the rotary 
7 area. And I think I would arourage the Commission to pursue 
8 that, because it's not clear to me what that uniqueness is. 
9 We have not done an assessment of it. We only h o w  the 

10 Navy's answer to that. But I do think that you can probably 
1 1  get your arms around that one m a short hme. 
12 COMMISSlONER DAVIS: Well, Mr. Chairman, my time 
13 has ex ired. I regret that because I had them right where I 
14 wand' them. 
15 [Lau hter.] 
16 C H ~ R M A N  DIXON: You'rc doing a great job, General. 
17 If you gentlemen will be kind enou h to stay wth  us until 
18 ~ O : O O  a.m., as previously + d i c a d  we're oiag .to do a 
19 second q y k  round - question. b t e d  to !ve rmnutes. 1 
20 urge the tuner to be very careful to not let us exceed that 
21 time becauseuse of the, time constraints for the day. 
22 Mr. Hmton, m March of 1995, Defense Secretary 
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I Perry stated, housing is a major problem within the  DO^. In 
2 an earlier hearing we had here that day, the Washington Post 
3 had a big front page article about housmg problems m the 
4 DoD. And we note, as a Commission, that the Army recommends 
5 reaIignin or closing several .installations that pnmaril 
6 rovlde f d y  housmg - Pnce Su port Center, Fort 'fotten, 
7 Fort ~amilton, Fort B u c k l  an$ Army Gsmson Selfridge. 
8 Now, of course, other h g s  in many of those 
9 laces are also closed. But restricting yourself to the 

10 Eousing question only, should the Commission be analyzing 
11 that quesbon, in view of what purports to be a shortage in 
12 housm ? AR. HOLMAN: I think the difficulty there is, from 1: the &m 's rspective, I think, in those areas where they're 
15 closrng &e gusrn - I don't want to spealc for the Army 
16 but the responses h e  sgo have suggested the upkeep and 
17 maintenance on those facilities outweighs the advantage of 
18 having them. Certain, th? Commission probably would want 
19 to satlsfy itself that &at rs an accurate assessment on the 
20 Army's part. But we have not looked at housing as a separate 
21 area to - 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: In those cases that I've 

I I 
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2 support - I'm on the wrong page here I a l o w  for that. 
3 But there was a findin on the ~ k ~ g e p o r t  - here 
4 we are - in October 1994, fusixps Executives for National 
5 Securi issued a re rt uncovermg the shell game, 
6 catena$ of the 6Yb.ses the President, Congress and the 
7 ~ e n t a ~ o n  L v e  a@ to shut down this far, over one-tbird 
8 never closed, or quetly rea ed under a new name or 
9 fimction. Dld you revlew G? And what is your view abou 

l o  the BENS re rt? 
1 I MR. %MAN: One of the things we can observe on 
12 that - different rou s count the numbem differently. But 
1 1 1 think we look3 at %e 70 ma'or bases thsl DOD says were 
14 closed. Roughly 30 or so of dose bases were never mtended 
15 for full closure; there were some parts of them to be left 
lh open to begin with. So it's difficult to make a clear 
17 assessment on what the BENS said. 
I 8 CHA~RMAN DIXON: Have you look+ at the +cision to 
19 place 12 new defense finance and 8ccountmg serwce offices 
20 on bases? What's our view of that? 
2 1 MR. W-K: We b v s  loold at th.1, a d  we do h v e  
22 some concern as to whether or not that is appropriate, from a 

- 
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r cost standpoint. 
2 CHAIRMAN DKXON: Could you give us your concerns so 
3 we can have that in a t time? 
4 MR.  WARM^: Yes, sir we could. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 0ka . Now, Mr. Hinton, the 

of Dpfense's recommen&ons to@ 146 actions ! &c(z%!e services of several defense agencies. Do you have 
8 any additional installations that ou would recommend for the 
9 ( :ommission's consideration.. 7 

l o  MR. HINTON: No su. 
1 1  CHAIRMAN D I X O ~ :  And can you workswith us to 
12 develop others, ~f you beheve that's appropnate m the 
13 process between now and May 17th? 
14 d ~ .  HINTON: Yes, sir. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, eve body agrees you can't 
16 have another closure in two yeaq. Ixon't an'L the 
17 c~~untry, the Congress, anybod IS ready for that. But I 
18 think most people agree that w h  we dq this time will pot be 
19 adequate to bnng closures to the right lund of levels wth 
20 reduced authorized and appropriated amounts and reduced force 
21 levels. Do ou a ree? 
22 MR. &&N: yes, sir. 
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I identified, it's pretty important to US because there's a 
2 challen e there. As an example, at the Price Center, that's 
3 across & river from St. Louis. There's a recommendation to 
4 close ADCOM. m e  findin is that Price should be closal 
5 because housing su it. ADPOM. But the evidence shows that 
6 only 17 r- t  o%e housmg sup rts ADCOM; another 83 
7 percent oes not. And we've founf;"that to be generally true 
8 as we o around. 
9 80 before we o herd and support some 

10 recommendations to cfose housing, when everybody says there's 
11 a shortage of housing, would you please work with our people 
12 to analyze that? 
13 MR. HINTON: Yes, sir. We haven't done the 
14 detailed analysis just on housing b itself, but we will try. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1f you'~excuse me - see. some 
16 of that stuff is pretty new, also. And we're very hesitapt 
17 to go forward. We want to support the log~cal suggestions 
18 here, but we'd like to look very carefully at these 
19 questions. Would ou analyze that with our staff, p ~ ~ ?  
20 MR. HINTO~: Yes, sir. Then uickly gorng to the 
21 next thing, I want to et back to the BE%S report for a 

minute, the famous BE& rep*. n e  Secretary of Defense's 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you have a judgment call about 
2 when we ought to consider another closure in the future to 
3 reevaluate eve thin that's been done? 
4 MR. H&O$ Well, we believe that there's going to 
5 be a need for a process in the future. In terms of the 
6 timeframe I know that Secre Peny has ut out, within 
7 the next t&ee to four years. % from w L  GAO would 
8 be, that's certainly a call between the Congress - the 
9 Congress needs to-make; that's their call. 

10 But ~f there is a need for a furthe? look at the 
11 need to close down bases, we would dunk that you would 
12 robably need legislation similar to what's there in 1990. I 
13 &mk thatprocess, from what we've seen, while it's not 
14 rfect, it s been effective. And so I think there is going 
I5 ghe a need for process. 
16 I also belleve that there is going to be a need for 
17 a process to deal with issues that arise out of implementing 
la the recommendations coming out of the '95, or an that may 
19 flow u from the earlier rounds before '95, tqo. &at, too 
20 rolbab? , would have to follow some legislat~on to be 
21 1 8  y the on ress. 
22 C H ~ A N  DIXON: Well, I think I agree Wly with 
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1 what ou said. I believe we ou ht to have another process. f 2 1 dllnll a few short years ought o pass, and it ou ht to be 

\t after an election, instead of nght in front ofone, 

MR. HINTON: That's a debate that I'm not going to 
in with, Mr. Chairman. 

7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir. Our chairman asked, 
9 Mr. Hinton, if you would review certain of the housing items 
:O th& he discussed. Would you mmd also lookm at the 
1 1  %lish Village and Dugway? The only p s o n f  ask, + 
2 e n  is no other housmg. I hnk, wthm 60 or 80 mlesuse 
:3 from there, Apd if you would give us your thoughts on that, 
:4 I'd ap reciate ~t a lot. 
:5 &R. HINTON: Mr. Chairman, I h o p  that we have 
:6 m e o n e  making.n?tes of everyUl$g I'm commming to do here 
:7 today. Recogolmg the short timeframe here, we'll need to 
:s get back to ether fan1 uickl 
:9 C H ~ A N  D&N: gaff is makin notes. 

:O CqMMISSIONER KLING: Somebody wh follow through, 
31 I think, ~f that's the case. Just a couple items. The 
3 Army's cost data concerning Fort McCleUan, Alabama, includes 
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t barracks construction expenditures at Fort Leonard Wood, 
2 Missouri, to accommodate the joint service training, and 
3 mat. at other bases to move the basic training out of Fort 
4 Leonard Wood. 
5 None of these moves is required by the Army's 
6 realignment recommendation. What is your opinion regarding 
7 t@ese specific wsts .in COBRA, and the inclusion of 
8 cfiscrebon wsts m general? 
9 M R ~ O N :  I think thatthat's another area that 

LO ?.'I1 probablr have to take a spec~fic look at, Commissioner 
-n I don t think we've gotten mto that nght now, but 
lkbe ha y to work with ou on that. & COMRSSIONER KLINE: Thank you very much. And 
ly, the Army's statioqin strategy seems to suggest that 

15 only one base is needed m haska to support one maneuver 
16 brigade and su rt forces. Initial Arm studies show that 
17 kee b g  Fort pain- ht open was the Ltter choiv and that 
18  ~o$fichardson woul8, thereforr, be the best candidate for 
19 closun. 
20 You go on to note, "the Army later decided that 
21 due to strategic requirements in the Pacific and high ciosure 
12 costs, Fort Richardson would remain open.' Do you agnc  with 

I 1 
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1 Do you know if the Na depots have been c l o d  
2 long enough for there-to h a v e L  follow6n audits to 
3 valldare costs and savm s of the type I just described? 
4 MR. HINTON: 8ommiFioner, pne of the .obs that we 
5 +i:i-g right now - and it's not ust w t h  d e  
6 avlatloo srde that ou're mentioning -%ut we are 
7 undertiking a bod; of work, at the nqu* of wmmiltees up 
8 here or1 the Hill, to look at the actual savrngs that have 
9 wme about as a result of base closures. It will not be 
10 com leted. GAO's work will not be completed by the time you 
I I renfer your recommendation to the President Mr. 
12 But it is.. piece of work that we h e w  bat  wew' 
13 needed tcr get mto. We've been asked to do it. We're 
14 gearing up to do it, and it's going to cover that that you're 
15 raising n ht now. I am not aware, I'll ask my wlleagum, 
16 pf any ot%er independent studies tha! have been done that 
17 just haven't wme. But I hnk now is a good ttme to start 
18 going back and looking at some of the earlier decisions and 
19 see what's ha ned slnce then. 
20 MR.. W?&N: I could just add that in general, 
21 we're starting to see that there's not a good process for 
22 tracking those costs. 

- 
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I COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: In the ast, I think, I'm 
1 aware of the Air Force d ts doing Navy w o 2  I'm not aware 
3 of the other way a r o u n r  DO you h o w  of any analysis done 
4 currently of the N a 7  taking on Air Force depot work in the] 
5 remaining aviation maintenance depots? Are you aware of any 
6 studies of' that nature? 
7 MR. HINTON: No, I'm not. But I'd like to research 
8 because I do believe there are some things out there that 
9 might be he1 W I 'ust don't have any specifics. 

10 COM&~~ONBR MONTOYA: And, again, I'll be askin 
11 this afternoon, the same uestions. I wanted to know, w d e  
12 you're hew, if you had any%owledge of  thosc. Switching to 
13 shipyards, our inforqtion is that the N?vy and the .oint 
14 cross services roup drsagreed over the heme of nuclear 
15 submarine workaad requrements, and that the joint cross 
16 services grou felt e a t  closing the Pqrfsmouth naval 
17 s h p  ?@ wo3d not impact that upabhty, given the overall 
18 capa%llity m the country. 
19 There apparently IS disagreement between the two. 
20 Are you awrtre of what t9 the nature of the disagreement? And 
21 do you have a sition? 
22 MR. HI&?ON: The nature of the disagreement, I 
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1 the Army's conclusions, that two maneuver installations are 
2 needed m Alaska? 
3 MR. -ON: We had no reason .to disagree with 
4 that, Comrmssloner Kling. One of the thmgs that was not 
5 c h r  to us when we werc doing our review was, what 11. those , 6 particular requiqxr!ents? And that would be something that I 

1 7 think the Commssron may want to ush on to et a good 
understanding, so you an see b w  &ow ioswfatiom fit 
into that strategy. We did not accomplish that as part of 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, Mr. Hinton. 
12 Chairman. 

I 13 CHAIRMAN DMON: Thank you, Commissioner Kling. 
114 Admiral Monto a. 
15 COMMlq&0NE!~ MONTOYA: @ing back to depot issues, 
I6 and I9U be ash the Navy representative some of these 

tiom also. byt in clping a de t - e d  the Navy has 
some aviatloq mau$enance gpots  rn the past - one 

19 presumes that there is savmgs from not operatrn the one 
'-at closed, and also if some efficiency is F indat  the one 

t ou've kept because of increased direct man hours, over 
c% you've spread overhead and better use of assets. 
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1 think, falls on what's oing to ha pen with the SSN-21 class 
1 submarines. And in $ future, ifwe were to have to extend 
3 the life of some of the 688-class submarines, Portsmouth was 
4 being viewed as.being ca ablepf doing that refueling. Right 
5 now there's an lssw on %e Hlll that is bemg debated about 
6 the &lure ot SSN-23. And I think that's an Issue that you 
7 all may want to pursue with the Navy and the cross service 
8 group this afternoon to see where that stands. 
9 COMAITSSIONER MONTOYA: But you don't have a 
10 specific posilion, even if the Navy is correct in the 
11 assessment of the threat and then m m e n t  of the need for 
12 keepin 688s at a higher level than maybe they would like. 
13 Given &e Navy's sition regarding that, if you still closed 
14 Portsmouth, -~)ul&ou do me work in the repaining private 
15 yards? Do ou have a rtion on that question? 
16 MR. HINTON: we do not. 
17 CHAIRMAN D I X O ~ :  Can you have a position? 
I8 MR. HI MTON: I have some wo.rk.that we have done 
19 that I can mah e avmlable to the C o m s s i o n  that looks at 
20 some of the options that were out there. 1 know that we do 
21 not believe the Navy's made the case for the SSN-23. +nd 
22 we've testified to that, along wth some of the other opt~ons 
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1 consideration was given to the first four military value 
2 criteria. The '93 round, there were plpblenp because they 
3 dld have a threshold. Our understandmg h s  year was that 
4 it would be looked at. 
5 Assu+g all else being equal, you had two 
6 different fac~lihes of equal mlitary value - it mght be 
7 a ropriate to make a trade-off between one or two. But we 
8 d%'t see that that actually happened. 
9 MR. HINTON: The Navy, General, was the only case 

10 where we saw a deviation from the pra?ess, and we raised that 
1 1  in our report. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Tb.nt you, Mr. Hinton. 
13 The DOD substantially revised the economic multi liers used 
14 to measure the amount of impact on the workforce, emp !' oyment 
15 levels, et cetera. As a matter of fact, they were revised 
16 downward, lower estimates this time. The question is, do you 
17 think the changes are justified? Do you in fact a ree with 
I8 the methodology or the published impact (bat m$tiplier 
19 effect would have because of closures or realignments on the 
20 local economy and on the workforce? 
2 1 MR. HOLMAN: Eyerything we've seen on the economic 
22 impact model tells us it is a sound process. It tends to be 
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I 1 ou have any reservations or similar comments on the use of 

2 808RA data this round, or everything is co neetic? 
3 MR. HINTON: w e  lhin~ the on % COBRA 
4 been improved, General, thjs round. And that's largely to a 
5 lot of the efforts m the services, but also the service 
6 audit agencies who did a lot of work overseeing that rocess 
7 and verifying the information that went into it. The %r 
8 Force was the only service that did not full attest to all 
9 the information oing into the final C ~ ~ d ~  

10 But by anflarge we thmk the mformation that is 
11 jn there - and we've done some sensitivity testing - that 
12 ~t ' s  pretty sound. 
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: .Okay ood. And my final 
14 . uestion is a follow-up to the chau~nan~:~uestion on D-Fast. 
15 ' k s  whole unfurling of D-Fast centers has been an 
16 ~nteresting pro sition: A lot has been written about it iq 
17 ink. The guesgn. AS, lo today's world of technolo , or if 
18 you look m the pnyae sector, because of thq use 
19 im roved wmmmmmcations, faxes, other medla - information 
20 teCLlog m d a  - &era's not a great-need tq have 
21 functions h e  pay.operat~ons geogra hcally Qspersed. 
22 yet you notice that the plan stgl geograpbca~y 

- 
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1 that the committee should be coqidering. I'll be happy to 
2 make that avulable to the Comrmssion. 
3 COMMI~IONER MONTOYA: Thank yw, Mr. Hinton. Mr. 
4 Chairman I leld. 

CHh&AN DMON: TD.nlr you very much. Admiral 
Monto a. General Robles. 

7 ~ O M M I S S I O ~ E R  ROBLF:  Thank yo". Th+k you, Mr. 
8 Chairman. Mr. &ton, I'd M e  to talk a httle b ~ t  about 
9 cumulative economic im ct A. ou h o w ,  the DOD dsidsd not 

10 to use any specific d o L  d o l d  as a tripwire for 
I 1 cumulative economic impact. Yet we know that at least one 
12 service, the Navy, admitted that it was a major factor in 
13 their decision-making in California, for example. 
14 My uestion is, do you know, do you have any idea 
15 of any lun! of methodology that was used $mu! cumulative 
16 economic impact? In other words, I can't m a  e it was not 
17 looked at in some khd  of objective wa yet E r e  were no 
18 thresholds published or an t e a .  d it 1 urely 
19 leadership ud ment or sdective analysis, or wgs(? 
20 MR. ~ O & M ~ :  For t(e most n, it was judgment on 
21 the part of the service officials. 0% did put out guidance 
22 to look at the cumulative economic impact. Again, primary 
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1 conservative in that it tends to overestimate the impact, for 
2 the most part. That model has been looked at by outside 
3 experts, and the 've indicated that it is an appro .ria@ 
4 model to use. &e see no reason, d y ,  to queston it. 
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I remember in my days in 
6 uniform, ou us@ to write a lot about forre structure.in the 
7 GAO, so f'm golug to ask you a f ~ r c e  structure question. It 
8 a pears that there were several major force structure 
9 &isions made by the services rior to the release of the 

lo  BRAC -95 recomrpendati?ns. %me could view that as a 
1 1  preemptwe s t d e  m that if you do a major force structure 
12 action it is not rolled up or included in the BRAC action. 
13 bid you look at h s  and see if r chance there 
I4 were some force structure decisions & more appro riately 
15 should have bee? part of th? BRAC r o e s ,  that m fact were 
16 a preem five s t d e  to take issues o&e table? 
I7 &. HOLMAN: We did not see that these -- we're 
18 aware these decisions were made. But we saw no indication 
19 that it was a reemptlve strike, so to 

I3%d 
or .that they 

20 material1 a&ted the sub =gt B ec~s~ons. 
21 c o K c M l s s 1 o N e ~  ROB& Dxl you in fact iwk at the 
22 volume of force structure act~ons that occurred in all 
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r services 'ust nor to the release of the BRAC '95 data? 
i! Md. H ~ W A N :  I can't say that we looked at every 

.Y one of them in detail, but we have some general awareness of 
4 what was occurrin es, su. 
5 C O M M I S S I ~ ~ E R  ROBLES: ~ o r t   onr roe - an issue 
6 that's been around for a while that you've written about. In 
7 fact, in your '93 re rt, you were critical of the DOD 
8 decision on Fort Gnroe and the hu e cost of deduddiig and 
9 environmental clean-up, et cetera. 8id  you look at - sum 

10 it wasn't on the list h s  year, did you o back and take a 9, I 1 look at maybe why it wasn't on the list. Or do you have any 
12 further recommendations on Fort Monroe, Vugmia? 
13 MR. HINTON: I think on the Fort Monroe issue, they 
14 went back and followed the recommendations comin out of the 
1 r '93 report, related to some of the mvironmentafissues. The 
145 issue came up again this year, and Fort Monroe is there. And 
I 7 based on what we have seen, we have no p m b k ~  with it being 
1% there. 
1') COMMISSIONER R O B W :  Okay. Also in '93, our 
20 report noted several d~fference m the wa that the COB& 
21 data was used by the various services. d e r e  a c  to be 
22 some inconsistencies in the application of COB data. Do 
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br dis rsap them there. It's almost as if it had to be a 
2 ct;rcip quota per geogra hic parts of the United States. The 
3 ilrshon is, do you &theF wuld have .beep more done in 
4 %is area, .with respect to lmhng at co~solidatmg D-P?~ 
5 writers wthout respect to geography; and maybe lookm at 
6 areas when there am active bases open, where the couh be 
7 ut, as opposed to putting them on some bass  dare slated 
8 for closure and sort of, m some degree, adding fuel to the 
9 fire that B ~ N S  has abour, you reall don't close all the z l o  bases ou sa ou're om to close. 

I i HR. 4 k r f i  A t  we think in that area is that we 
12 would have much preferred to see &Fast do, I thi+, General, 
13 just whatyou're suggesting - go m and re-engmeer, so to 
14 &, usmg modem technology, the busin- practices of D- 
15 g s i ;  and have a pcture of how they would lzke that to come 
16 ouv: m the future. And then size an infrastructure a g m t  
17 it in a way that makes the-best business sense for the 
18 technolog that you're golng to use. 
19 ~ n d ; s  I mentio*+ eprlier, that's one of the 
20 issnes that we'll be ra~smg m the report that we'll have 
21 out shortly. And again, we'll make that available to the 
22 wnunission. 
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: that the department didn't look at the impacts and wsts to 
: other agencies, regardin different closures: My site 
j visits, anyway, have ledgme to believe that m many 
r ciqmstances e e  department may not have looked at other 
j services and the act of recommended closures. 
5 Are you w3o*ble that OSD did lpok across the 
7 services and how mdlvldual recommendations would affect 
3 those services? And would you recommend we look at any 
9 particular areas? 

. MR. HOLMAN: We don't have any particular areas in 

~ulti-page" 
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COMMISSIONER ROBLES: That would be very helpful, 

: k u s e  there seems to be - information technology since lt 
ves at a geometric rate now, there ought to be some 

ways of doing business in that whole area. Thank 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And we'll have that in a timely - fashion well before Ma 17tv 
3 d ~ .  WARREN: qes,  sir. That one I think I can 
J asnue you. 

11 MR. HINTON: That report, we're getting to send 
! out. Mr. Chairnun, to POD for comments. But we can make a 

2 copy of the draft available to you. -.. CHAIRMAN DIXON: Before I recognize Commissioner 
A Stele, let me say that we may run a few minutes over here. 
i I l q e  my collpgues - we never p e m t  t h ~ s  to hap , but 

h s  is a pretty ~mportant round, and I want ~t cornp&. 
- And if we take ou a few minutes be ond the 10:OO a.m. hour, 
3 accept m a ib ia in advance. h won't be much over. 
r ML # $ S ~ O N :  we're at your service 
k) CHAIRMAN DMON: Commissioner'~tee1e. 
:I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
2 You've mentioned today, and your report mentions a criticism 

.s h g h l  to our attention that 85'percGt of their outhow of 
,:I material noes east of Utah. 
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1 MR. WARREN: Yes. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: A comment that they would 
3 make at Ogden is, the transportation costs are much more 
4 reasonable going from Ogden. And they can always get to a 
5 port on t~me for the Navy's ability to load, or to an 
6 airfield, af it's the case for airlift. So due to the fact 
7 that tm~sportation is more efficient across the board, 
8 doesn't that diminish what on the surface Ioqk ve logical, 
9 to go to the coasts? Doemst that sort of d i m s h  g e  
10 stren th of that ar ment? 
1 1  'MR. W ~ N :  1'- we'd have to look at the 
12 specifics of their anal sis on that. 
13 COMMISSIONE& STEELE: Okay. We may have you do 
14 that, as well. 
15 MR. WARREN: That's fine. 
16 CC)MMISSIONER STEELE: If that's all right. 
17 Switching to Arm maneuver installations - 11 installations 
18 m that category. h Army chose to look at 4 of 11. I h o w  
19 in one in:stance in particular, though the u front costs may 
20 be significant, the ayback riod, to your chart 
21 on Page 82, woul& be &r y-. I wonder if you could 
22 comment about that ca ? egory m particular - maneuver 

'Jd. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. 
MR. HOLMAN: Certainly from your site visits, you 

:t y have icked u some thin s that we did not. . - .> * COLSSIORER S ~ E L ~ :  o k a y  s-ndiy, E a d h g  
:5 DLA, they reparcxi a ve effective pqsentation, I Llieve, 
:- be- the Eommission. %d the premse Iar ely was to have 
:3 th~distribution hubs on-the East Coast and b e  We$ Coast. 
:9 Vrsltmg defense dlstnbutlon dewt Ogden last week. it was 

- - Ana in fact, during Desert Storm, the ports were 

1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Page 93 
i largely blocked up on the West Coast, so most of their 
I ship mg ended u goin to Louisiana. My question for you 
t is, & ou think & me&odolo y of splitting the-wuntry to 
4 A t - w e s t  coast Is an efBstive startmg g e t ,  
j regding  DLA? Or should we look closer at e mdividual 
5 e ciencies of de ts around the wuntry? 
7 MR. HINT&: When we looked at the DLA activities, 
s we didn't have much reason to challenge the decisions that 
9 were made. I'm aware of the issues that you raise there. 

:O But b and large, we felt like their methodology that the 
: 1 uz+ b ap roach their decisions were pretty, sound, and & . e 
:? ds~s ions  &ey made.flowed from the ap lys~a  that the did. 
3 SO I don'! have any ~ssue-s that I can ruse for you on &at, 
14 Comssloner Steele. 
IS COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. And Mr. Warren? 
IS MR. WARREN: Yeah. 1 think with modern business 
: I  ~ t i c e ,  and going somewhat in the direction of the 
:3  eneral s queshon, %e.technology, the enhanced 
:9 tyqmrtatlon capabilities that are present today, I think, - .. ~p fact, lend itself to the set-up that's there. There's 

I ) t l O ~ $ ~ M I S S I O N E R  STEELE: lust to Lind of muntrrpoint. 

- - -  --- 
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installations. 

MR. I-IOLMAN: Again, one of the things you see with 
the Army and its maneuver mtallations was the desire to 
retain inst;allations, to have sufficient capacity, should it 
have to house all of its maneuver divisions jn the United 
States.. I tkdc that was a.driving.force b e h d  thetr 
analysis of the maneuver mtallations. 

And Icwking at their stationing strategy, only in 
the case of Alaska do we see some mdication where there 
mi ht have heen the tentid to reduce a maneuver base. 
~ u f a ~ a i n ,  in the finranalYsis, they made an operational 
decis~on not to do so. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Realistically, do you think 
that we coulcl ever be in a situation to pull back everything 
that's forward-based and yet maintain all those numbers? 
That doesn't seem real lo cal. 

MR. HOLMAN: #ell, that's a call that GAO is not in 
a position to make. 

COME4ISSlONER STEELE: But you often are not shy on 
subjects such as that. 

MR. I-IOLMAN: I know, but on this one, that's 
clearly a policy call that's got to be made. And we're not 
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1 in a position to make that. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I was wonderin if Mr. 
3 Chairman was p i n g  to pick on that and say, but woul$you 
4 like to make a position on% subject? But he did not, so I 
5 will refrain from that as well. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm sure staff would be glad to 
7 pursue that. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Lastly, very quickly, it's my 
9 understandm that when the A r  FOF. came back at our staff 
10 level last we&, regardm the downs- of the ALCs, 85 
11 percent of their recornnienmktion has change!, subsequent h m  
12 when we received our report, a bit over a month a o. My 
13 uestion for you is, do you have any evidence of t%e Air 
14 $ o m  .m n tlnrmtic turn on how they were lmlcing at the .B 1s depot Issue. 
1 6  Given that they h?d been lmlcing at the catego 
17 for the two yaws, loolung at the functronal analys$s,?ow 
18 they could conw up with a recommendation that now is 
19 pe+ved by tl-~t: Air Force as 85 percent . m n g  or less 
20 efficient than the could have come up wth. 
21 MR. HIN?ON: That's an issue we spoke to earlier 
22 You know, the .Air Force and its depots were - up until Arly 



14 meetin 
15  OMM MISSIONER STEELE: Have you requested the 
16 minutes from that meeting? 
17 MR. HOLMAN: No, weshave not, because I didn't know 
18 there was a specific meetmg ldce that. We have uested 
19 a11 the minutes of the base closing process, and w%ve 
20 those, as far as we know. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER STEELEi: Okay, thank you. My time has 
22 expired. 
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COMMISSIONER CORNEUA: Thank you. Mr. Hiaton, in 1 f: December 1994, GAO issued a report concerning the Newark Air 
1 16 Force Base aerospace guns and meteorology center, which was 
I 17 closed by the 1993 Commission. The repolt challenged the Air 
1 8  Force attempts to rivatize a center's workload la lace, and 
19 recommended the %ecretariea of Air Fo? and D~P- 
20 reevaluate the 1993 DOD recommendacon to close, and 
21 challenged the Au Force's approach to i 
22 I*-mmend~tion through privatization i n 3 e t i n g  tho 
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1 1995, January-February timeframe, was movin in t h e d w o n  
2 of probably closing up to 2 of its d e w .  hmethmg lo the 
3 Feb~t imef rame  changed that decision. We don't h o w  what 
s that IS ut it has resulted in a downsizin iq place. 
5 And we have laid out md disc& h s  morning our 
6 concerns about that, because we don't think that's a very 
7 good plan of action, based on our reading of it right now. 
8 COMMISSIONER STELE: When their course appeared to 
9 change more or less ovem ht, I understand there was a 

lo  meettng m Washrngton b k e  powers that be at the Pentagon 
1 1  on that subject: Has G A ~ )  been able to review the minutes 
12 from that meetm 7 
13 MR. H O L ~ A N :  We have seen no minutes of that 
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1 talking about the cross service iyeas, if you went through 
2 the semce cha tars here, we tned to put m table form m, 
3 each of those cgnpters, those that were excluded along wth 
4 the relative information to help the Commission here as you 
5 go forward in y o y  endeavors m 1mlcing.at some of these. 
6 Because whde there's excess capac~ty that we 
7 believe out ip some of these cross service ;tress, I do 
8 belleve that m some of these others, there IS excess. But 
9 1or.whatever reasons, whether it's cost aqd the need. to 

10 malotam some of these because of s t a t ~ o m  strateges, they 
11 were judgment calls that the services made &at the 
12 C:omuxuss~on themselves -- you may want to press on with the 
13 services on those issues. 
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I MR. HOLMAN: Low, relative to the ranking of all 
2 military maneuver insglations. But 1 think, again, in the 
3 final analysls the declslon was made, I would say, one, part 
4 cost. But in iooking at .the Army's stationing strategy, I 
5 would have to say a major part of ~t had to be its desire to 
6 retain maneuver installations in case of the need to house 
7 all its maneuvered divisions here in the United States. I 
8 would think that was probably an overriding concern. 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay, you indicated opinion 

l o  on a number of Air Force depots. So you're indicatm an 
1 1  o inion on a number of maneuver bases by sayin that you feel 
12 &at the are ad uate and shopld remain at $1 level? 
13 d ~ .  HO%AN: NO, slr, we're not in a positloo to 
14 say at what level they should be. What we have tned to 
15 point out in our report is the Army's own analysis of where 
16 they were in the two installations that they indicated that 
17 the were goin to study more rigorous1 . But then the final 
18 analysis decidd not to recommend for dbure. 
19 MR. HINTON: Commissioner, one of the things that 
20 we did in our report this year, and I know the auestion has 

* 

21 come up whereare othei are& where there might be ex- 
22 capacity? And while we've spent a lot of t~me ths monung 
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I the 1993 -mendation, other than privatiration in $ace, 
2 do you belleve tk+t the Secre of Defense has 
3 sut~tantially dev~ated from +% selection criteria; or that 
4 fonx structure is not requestmg a redirect of the Newark 
5 &r Force Base? I know that's a long question. 
6 MR. HINTON: I:d like to re are a response to the 
7 record on that, Mr. Charman. 1's d e  to give that some 

L 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you,  omm missioner St=&. 
2 Comrmss~oner Cornella. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank yqu, Mr. Chainran. 
4 To follow up on the maneuver base quest~on -- and I wlll try 
5 to be a little more specific, and just one question. Page 
6 82, Fort Drum, Fort Riley, the Arm considered these two 
7 htalla,tions becaqe of the~r RlativeG low -euvel value 
8 - relatlvely low rmlitary value as maneuver lnstallat~oqs 
9 and the Army's desire to do a broader assessment of thls 

10 catego 
1 1  &le estimated pnvin s from closing t h ~  
12 ins@llatiom w e r ~  ~igmficauf so yere the nssa~ated 
13 closmg costs. Cltmg the overall ~mprfance of maneuvering 
14 installat~ons to statjon and ground forces and to 
15 support the s ta t~omg strategy, along wid? the hl h cost 
16 associated with closure. Ik Anny decided that Forts %rum and 
17 Riley should remain.open. 
18 Dld they re- open, in your assessment, because 
19 of the assoc~ated costs or the maneuver value, as ou 
20 indieted a mpment ago?. &d if that's the case, &en why do 
21 you c ~ t e  relatively low ml~tary value as maneuver 
22 mstallations? 

- 
8 thought. 
9 CH.AI.RMAN D I F N :  That would be satisfactory tq the 

10 charr, ~f ~t IS to C o m s s ~ o n e r  Cornella. I would remmd vou 

- 
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1 Mr. Hinton, what was the Air Force r 
2 CiAO's recommendation? And did GAO find that .e Secretary of Tnse 
3 Ult: Ax Force and the Secretary of Defense rev~ewed the '93 
4 closure? 
5 MR.. WARREN: They enerally agreed with the report 
6 as we put d out, and said that b e y  were going to do some 
7 additional spldies and assessment and also noted thgt in the 
8 final analysis, the true cost would not be known until they 
9 could actually let a contract and see what the private bid 

10 would come m to be. We understand now that they are 
11 u)nt@uin to loqk a!, that issue, and have two options: one, 
12 l w h g  afthe pnvatizat~on m place; and then a second, 
13 lookin at a realignment strateg 
14 & other words, so to 4, where these activities 
15 wauld go out to other bases. We do not have all of that 
16 mfi~rmatron yet for full evaluat~on. But that IS where they 
17 arle toda . 
18 CgyMISSION~~ CORNELLA: WeU, dismunting that 
19 tht:yVre strU evaluatmg: a n d p  that the Air Force ~d 
20 the Department of De eme id not request the Commrsnon to 
21 rali rect its '93 recommen.&tion; and given that the Air Force 
22 a p p m  not to have fully mvestigated other approaches to 

that we need a a as quickly as possible. 
MR HINTT NN. Prompt1 Yes, I understand. 
C H ~ R M A N  DKON: you very much. Is that 

satisfactory to ou Commissioner? 
COMMI~SI~NER CORNELU: Yes, it is. If I could 

just nuke one last comment, and that's on the Selfrid e Army 
Ganimn, in regard to the housing that was mention2 by 
Chainnan Dixon. In the case of the Selfridge Army Garrison, 
I visited with some peo le from that garrison, and they 
mfo~n~ed me that thev Pelt onlv about two or three D W D I ~  

K 1 involved were actual1 r Army PPI~: 
'The majority o people lvmg m those thousand 

I I - I 
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: houses were other branches of s e rv i~ .  They would have to%e 
I relocated because of that, o out mto the private sector, 
' *rid to $800 r montf rent where theySre now pyin 

n?:% or $5&through their quarters allowance. j o  that 
Id be somethin I would want you to look at. As ou stated, you willqook at those issues. Thank you. h r .  

Chaumau. 
1 MR. HINTON: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Tha* you, Commissioner Cornella. 
1; And as you can see, we're all quite concerned about tlus 
: housin issue. - AR. H ~ O N :  yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DMON: Commissioner Rebecca Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Thank 0". Mr. Hinton, the Air ; F- tmse closure execuhve p u p  &liberated on base 

s clmrea for both active and reserye com nents. In looking - through the pmaas, can you tell if the E L v e  component 
3 officials played .any role, or what role they played m the 

19 closure and real1 ent commissions? 
+s MR. d: We don't have a feel for that, 
-51 Commissioner. 
<- - COMMISSIONER COX: I wonder if you'd look. My 
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in some of my visits is that the Reserve reafi i a rob. And q fact - and maybe you d l  couid 

: look at k s ,  I'mnot sure if you have the data - that where 
2 thae were declslons made to close bases that would then be 
4 turned over to the Reserves, or in some cases, to the Guard, 
i almost m whole 85 to 90 rcent, apparently, of some of 

1 - thee  bases, d move to Reserve and the Guard. 
1 5  And those numbers don't seem to be talun into 

e f h t  that there w U  stdl be a mlitary presence &ere 
(I which will still be funded in larger, or all, by the federal 

-(I-t. And I wonder if you would just take a look at 
ether there's sort of an assumption that the Reserve will 

~t over, apd that that's what the Reserve wants and 
for it. And I worry about how that works out. 
. HINTON: Sure. 

7 MR. WARREN: Just on an information piece on that - he. 
I COMMISSIONER COX: Mm-hmm. 
I MR. WARREN: We did some prior work on re-use of 
3 bases for the 1988 and '91 closures. 
*- -- COMMISSIONER COX: Right. 
I= MR. WARREN: And that showed, I think, about 11 
I 

I I J 
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1 necessaril the force structure Ian. 
2 ~ u r % ' d  be interested in i f  ou would look throu h 
3 to see what the data shows. An$ then last1 , @e G G ~  report 
4 commer~ts that .the Air Force initially i m k d  at m excess of 
5 8 operational arcraft bases. And as I found in wandering 
6 around and looking at missile bases, y e  seep to be closqg 
7 mssiles one place but not the operational side; and cioslng 
8 the operational side in other places, but not the missiles. 
9 &id sort of nothin happened on aircraft 

10 operational bases. And fwonder if you all hzyi a cbance to 
1 1  look at vvhether or not the h r  Force was justified m not 
12 recommendin a closure of any operational aircraft base. 
13 MI* H~LMAN: A ain, one of the difficulties we had 
14 was the lack of documentafion. 
15 CCIMMISSIONER COX: Same roblem. 
16 MI1 HOLM AN: Really didn't $low us to look at that 
17 closely. 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. And that would be, again, 
19 both as to cost and rrqlitary vdue just not the 
20 documen~tation. Agam, not that there was something wrong 
21 there, bur no documentation. 
22 MR. HOLMAN: That's right. 

- 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have you concluded? 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: I've concluded. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox. 
5 General Davis 
6 COkfMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I'm absolutely 
7 astounded to hear that GAO shies away from criticizing policy 
8 decisions. You must have had a new p d u r e  change since I 
9 was last involved with it. 

lo  Lau hter. 
11 kHA!RM& DIXON: There you are, take that. 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Back the discount rate,.and 
13 I don't need an answer, I know you lund of showed us m a 
14 chart how to look at that. Do you have a recommended 
15 procedure or recommended discount rate on how we might 
16 normalize those figures? In other words, do you have a view 
17 on that? And if ou could g v e  us that for the record. 
18 MR. H O L ~ A N :  Oka 
19 COMMISSIONER D A V ~ :  My last question is, in your 
20 excellent nport,  on Page 78, on Leiterkenn Army depot. You 
21 say concerns have been expressed the lldb5 recommendation 
22 represents some departure from the plan. The '95 
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nt of the propert staying within the D artment of 

: is stayin %& National Guard and Zeserve 
: components. SO f t w  you're op the mark, that there is a 

I lot of pro-at rs, m fact, bemg turned o v a  to Guard 
i and Reserve t u h this rocess. 

CoMMIss~okleR C ~ X :  Well, one gets the impression, 
1 ' not be too cyniclf, .hat in some ofthese earcs the 

r mq themselves still want to wntmue using these bases. 
a They ust don't wapt them on their budget. And so they're 

- J  an of recornmendm that they be taken over by the Reserves 
:: or the ~wrd,.which $ government will t h p  continue to pay 
-J for and the mliFry wdl continue to use; whch is fine 

t that I'd ldce to see some real numbers on how that ; $3. . i - MR. HINTON: Let us look into that. 
:f COMM~SSION~R COX: Thank ou. +d maybe youlLI 
:- want. to lmk into h e ,  too. I h o w  &e services h?ve to 
: 1 W D S I ~ ~ ~  the DOD force struct~re plan when malung their 
.' closure and realignment rsommcndations. But I'm not sure if 
2: 'he Air Force used the force structure, regardin the Reserve 1 ~ponent in making their recommendations. 8ne  gets the 

r ion that they sort of looked at costs, period, and not 
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1 r e c o ~ n d a t i o n  would split up some of the work by 
2 transfemng mssile guidance workload to Tobyhanna, while 
3 reserving tactical mpsile d i s a ~ m b l y  and storage at 
4 fettnlrenny and sendmg the mamtenance of the vehicles to 
5 h s t o n .  
6 And then you g o  on to say that there are difference 
7 of opinions txmemmg the impact of 
8 functiqns.on the concept of consoli* Zrathg mamtenance. these The 
9 Comss ion  nlay want to exapaine @s issue further, and I 

lo  would ask you to take that a little bit further, if you 
11 would. In what way would you like us to look at that? In 
12 efficiencies; a.5 to readiness; as to transportation 
13 capabili 7 What would ou sug at?. 
14 HOLMAN: & of & tlungs you may consider 
15 doin - we understand the Arm is currently looking a@ 
16 devefo h g  an ~mplementation *ran for that recommendation. 
17 We ungntand that plan is supposed to be briefed to the Army 
18 material command probably in the Ma June timeframe. I would 
19 recommend Uiat you q u e s t  an earfier briefin to satisfy 
20 yourself as to the ad uacy of the implements f ion lan. See 
21 if any operational are not being identifief;, fuller 
22 bases for the cxat. 
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1 letter? And a letter to Commissioner Kling from Congressman 
2 Harold Ford, the distinguished con fessman, 9th district, 
3 Teny+ee -- the Department of ~ e L n s e  and the Defense 
4 Ix, istics A ency created 1,000 ipt .nu&jn s stem .to 
5 ev~uate  its%istnbvtion depots. %thm thts f,& po*t 
6 system, only 20 polnts related to a depot's transportahon 
7 capabrlihes. 
8 Does the GAO believe it was ap ropriate to allocate 
9 only 2 percent of the eyaluation pf ? Jstnbution depot to 
10 tlie Issue of transportation capabilihes? And would you 
I 1 answer all of those in writing, please? They're lengthy, and 
12 ure will send them all to you; and we thank you. And 
13 gentlemen, may I say, we thank you very much for your 
14 ccwtributions. 
15 We stress, again, the time constraints. And we are 
16 under some reat pn+mre to consider @ding numbers here 
17 that we dare ~ustified. and would l k e  to have your 
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I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So you're suggestin from an 
2 operational and cost stand int, we ought to reloof it? 
3 MR. HOLMAN: s. 
4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, I can't stand any more 
5 pleasure, Mr. Chairman I ield the rest of my time. 
6 CHAIRMAN ~d0d:  Thank you, General. Now, 
7 entlemen, we're going to have one last question from 
8 &ommissioner IUing. And then I do want to say to you I have 
9 a couple of things I'm not going to pursue at length from 
lo three congressmen. But to the extent that you can with 
1 1  us in real specificity bebyeen now and the end of-th~s month 
12 and the next two weeks, it will be greatly appr~lated, 
13 because we're under pretty severe tlme constnuts here, as 
14 you know. 
1s MR. HINTON: We understand. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner KLing. 
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, thank ou. 
18 Gentlemen. the joint m i c e  gmu recommended that &ford 
19 Hall be realigned to a c lhc ,  $ to the hi h bed and the 
20 concentntion of medical f~i l ibes  in the &n Antqnio area, 
21 by, I mt ht add, by the mtli as well as the pnvate 7. 22 sector. h s  recommendation id not come forward. What is 

w 

20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank you all. Thank you very 
21 much for being so helpful. 
22 PANEL: Thank you. 
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1 distinguished Democratic leader of the House, sent us a 
2 quesbon. 
I The General Accounting Office report states that 
4 the Army did not fully adhere to its regular process for 
'i installations in assessmg military value when recommending 

( I  leased, leased, facilities for closure - specifically notes 
:' that the +y did not repare installation assessments. for 
P I d  facilities. And Ee pursues that Ime of questmtlolg, 
4 which of course relates to ADCOM in his district - or, not 

10 really in his district, Congressman Clay's district, but m 
1 1  his cit of St. Louis. 
12 &e9re going to give you his written question. Will 
13 you please answer it, certady by the end of the month? 
14 PANEL: Yes, sir. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: From Congres?man Gerry Studds, 
16 10th district, Massachusetts the distmgu!shed con ressman 
17 says, whlle the GAO's 1993 report describes the I&vy9s 
IS recommendations as " enerally sound," does the GAO continue 
19 to view the Navy's &regard for military value, partrcularly 
20 in the case of NAS South Weymouth, as a problem in its 
21 decision-malung process? 
22 Would you answer that, please, in writing, this 
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1 your opinion of the mmmendation? And why do you th$ the 
2 recommendation was not sup r t d ?  
3 MR. HOLMAN: We E v e  not looked st that in de th, 
4 but we'd be lad to look at it and rovide it for the recorg 
5 COMM~SSIONER KLLNG: ~ P y o u  would, i w e .  ~ n d  ; 
6 follow-up with that is thnt there are Boma 56 i o s p i ~ s  of r 
7 size less than 50 throu hout the country. And many of 
8 those are clustered nght WJ& 50 to 1 W mles. Did you 
9 give any consideration to, or did ou look into .that t h q  

lo might be realigned, merged togder,  just as bemg done m 
1 1 the private sector? 
12 MR. HOLMAN: No, sir, we did not look at that. 

;: us? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Would you mind doing that for 

IS MR. HOLMAN: Oka . 
16 COMMISSIONER KUd: And lastl , it goes the same 
17 thing. At 0 den, there is the only inslsdation as I 
18 understand, &at has the mobile ho i@s. And these are a 
19 uilq sophlstieatad. And I might $d, d's a wonderful 
20 ;heility to be able to put down m fold u manner these 
21 operating rooms aqd these facilities. X t h  it being the only 
22 installation of its kmd in the country, to close that and 
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1 move it so far away -- or to move it quite a distance - 
2 would we not have been better off to consider movmg that 
3 right to Hill Air Force Base? 
4 Because if it is one of a kind, ou don't want to 
5 lose that, even with the people that &ow how to do this for 
6 a short tlme. Was there any consideration given to that? 
7 MR. WARREN: No, I don't believe an . consideration. 
8 We did visit that articulqb*, and did &cuss that 
9 issue. In terms o r  the specialued s l l l s  and the 
10 discussions that we had with the folks out there, the had 
1 1  develoyed an expertise over a period-of time p do &t 
12 parti~u ar activity. However, they didn't mdrcate to us any 
13 specla1 or uni ue skill that ou mght not be able to find in 
14 a general pop!lace around &e country. So that's where we 
15 came out on that one. 
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. We'll consider 
17 that further. 'l'ha.uk ou ve much. 
is CHAIRMAN 131x02' C P ~  rou PI- supply all lhir 
19 again? Mr. Kling has spent a lot o time, and has been very 
20 helpful to us in h s  quest of hospitals. If you could 
21 develop that by the end of the month we d ap reciate it. 
22 NOW very qurckly, Congressman Richard ~ e ~ g a r d t ,  the 

- 
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1 Panel I dismissed.] 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, we're only 
3 five minutes late ettin to our next section, which is the 
4 from 10:00 a.m. & 4:& p.m, with an hour for lunch. We'll 
5 do the DOD joint cross service groups, and we wlll have 
6 different chairs. From 10:OO.a.m. jo 12:W noon, 
7 Cornmssioner Cornella wl l  c h r  the depot maintenance 
8 joukt cross service group. 
9 From 1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m., General J.B. Davis 
10 will chair under raduate pilot trainin joint cross service 
11 p t t p s .  Prom ?:& p.m. lo 3:W p.m., Cfomrnissioner ~ e e  Kling 
12 wrll chair medical joint cross service groups.. And from 3:W 
13 p.m. to 4:00 p.m,, Admral Ben Montoya will chair labs, tesr 
14 and evaluation jomt cross service groups, 
15 Would the folks from the depot mamtenance cross 
16 service group please join us at the front table? 
17 COMMISSIONER C O V L L A  [Residing] Good morning. 
1s Our first testimon today m the jomt cross service area 
19 will be from the e t maintenance roup. We are pleased to 
20 have with us Maj .p '~era l  lames Klugk U.S. Army, Retired, 
21 who headed the group. General Klug& serves as the Deputy 
22 Undtasecretary of Defense for logistles. 
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1 He is joined b a distinguished anel of senior 
2 p n p e l  from the Ly, Navy, .Air !one and the Defense - ogshcs Agency, who ~ 1 1  remaln with US all day for the 

cceeding cross service testimony on pilot training, medical 
and labs and tests and evaluat~ons. They are 
General James E. Shane, Jr., Director of 

ent, the Office of the Chief of  Staff of the Army; Mr. : &zE~ern fakos ,  Vice Chairman, Navy Base Structure 
9 Evaluation Comrmtteq Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr., 

to Special Assistant to the Chef of Staff of the h r  Force for 
1 1  b e  Realignment and Transition; and Ms. Mar e McManamay is 
12 ill to+y and won9t be with US, but we will forward all 
13 questions for the DLA to her. 
14 There will be no opening statements, so we can 
15 directly to the questions ham the commissioners. 
16 lrst however, would ou please stand and be sworn. Also, 
17 if there are any that w i i  be giving back-up testimony with 
18 the panel, please stand and raise your hands also. 
19 (Panel sworn.) 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA; Mr. Klugh, please explain 
21 in general terms the jomt cross serv~ce group study of depot 
22 ~llarntenance. 
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1 MR. =UGH: Mr. Chairman, the joint cross service 
2 up on depot maintenance complied with the memorandum and 
3 %tion % S e c ~ u  of Defe- issued in January of 1994. 
4 w e  catlblishcd a jorn?cross m r c e  f;oup u l l  
s representatives from all the military epartments and defense 
6 ciw. The mntatives were specififally selected by 
7 r-taries ?those departments, or heads of thok 
8 -ts. 
9 to remedy the criticism from 

reducing capaci and reducing the 
efficiency; an 8 increasing our \hP, establ~shed an analytical team to 
established a data action team to 
to provide the database support 

the myriad of depot maintenance. 
! 6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Would the timer please give 
!7 me 10 minutes on the timer? Please describe excess capacity, 
:8 or c u m t  excess u, acity in DOD facilities in rcmtage 
:9 tams, and I know & may be d~fficult. c o d ~ o u  do that 
30 by service and b d 
2 1 MR. KLUdlH: The method for damninin excess 
Z! capacity, or determining capacity is spelled out in h DOD 

1 I 
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1 reduction. For a milita department, if we look at the 
2 closures through the BRA~process  from '88 through '95, the 
3 Army w3r1ld have reduced depots by 55 percent; the Navy would 
4 have miuced ship ards by 50 percent; the Navy would have 
5 reduced aviation &ots  by 50 m t .  The overall 
6 reduction, as I said, sir, woulrbe about 42 
7 COMMISSIONER COWELLA: Now r?" at s m number of 
8 depots out rn ca acity or is that ca aceltyf 
9 h. KLU~H: h a t ' s  in num&r of depots. As far as 
10 capacity IS concerned, in BRAC '95, we determined that we  had 
11 about 411 million direct labor hours of excess ca acity. The 
12 report that we foxwarded to .the Commission wiE take that 
13 down by about 24 million dlrect - I'm sorry, 24 million 
14 labor houn would remain after a lying BRAC '95, which means 
15 that we're taking it down, b a y ,  now, about 42 percent. 
16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Ms. Kelleher, have you been 
17 administered the oath? 
18 MS. KELLEHER: [Nodding.] 
19 C O I ~ S S I O N E R  CORNELLA: Thank yqu. What would hqve 
20 been the trn act on excess capacity ~f the joint cross serv~ce 
11 altemativeslad been accepted? 
22 MR. KLUGH: The joint cross service group submitted 

Page 1 19 
1 two alternatives to the militaty departments. Number one 
2 alterqat!vt: would have had remaiqng, after BRAC '95, abou 
3 20 mll~on dmet labor hours; agam, talung the capacity 
4 down about 50 percent. The alternative number two took that 
5 down a bilt hrther. A plying alternative number two, we 
6 would have had about I f d o n  dirsd labor houn remaining 
7 afier BRAC '95. 
8 The specific number to the decimal int has been 
9 provided to you in the report, and we wilEfine that 
10 number. Ilut about 15 mllipn direct labor hours remain aftel 
1 1  applying tlie second alternative. The report that we 
12 forwarded to the Commission has about 24 million direct labor 
13 hours remaining, after applying BRAC '95. 
14 COMIvllSSIONER CORNELLA: The Air Force's elimination 
15 of excess capaci q u i r e s  r e s n e e r i n g  of the core work 
16 load. m a t  wou ? d the Air Force s excess capacity be if the 
17 re-en eerln cannot be accom hshed? 
I8 %R. K ~ U G H :  First of $, I do not believe that the 
19 Air F?F is re-engineering the core work load. Con is a 
20 capabll~ty to perform depot work - the essential systems 
21 necessary for war fighting, resenting the skills and 
22 capability to perform the wo%oad. And there is associated, 
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1 - Department of Defense - directive. Essential1 , it 
2 determines the work hours, annual hours, per in&idual. It 
3 determines the number of work stations wthin the de t, and 
4 the number pn commod~ty. And so you also apply g 
5 a-ilability of time that an individual can devote to the 

: pTLms%%P& is a fqmula, *en, t h ~ t  sug ests that the 
8 number of work stahom multlpl~ed tlmes &e annual hours 
9 applying and availability factor, equals the capacity of that 

lo parhcular line or that particular commodity. And of w u m ,  
11 you carry that on to that parhcular depot. We de(errmned 
12 that there was sufficient excess capaclty that ranged from 
9 about 4 to 8 d t uivalents. 
:4 COMMI%O~R CORNELLk What is the impact of  the 
:5 DOD's BRAC recommendations on the excess ca acity? 
:a MR. KLUGH: Prim to BRAC '95, we ha8a1re.d~ 
17 processed depots through the BRAC m e s s ,  and had concluded 
18 that - and gotten ap roval h u  E that rmss - 11 
19 maintenance de ts &r closure. %h at ' s f 1 out of 35. That 4 vresents abouE0 rcent, 31 percent of de ts approved 

dosure prior to be g of BRAC 'g 
~pplylng BRAC '9- that on to 42 percent 

- 
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1 direct labor hours, of maintenance hours, associated wlth 
2 that core hr~rtion. 
3 What I believe the Air Force is doing is, re- 
4 en ' ecring the p-ssa within those depota to become yore 
r ofKent. mutt is, c h ~ g i n g  +e numbp of work stations, 
6 the number o f  peo le m-the h e ;  puthng m enhancement 
7 tools, enablers, au&nuhon and thm s of that nature. And 
8 so to the extent that they em amdish that, they can 
9 reduce the nlrmber of hours that it takes to perform work. 
lo What ti% are also doing is reducing, eliminating 
11 the occupancy o f a  number of  buddings. In other words, they 
12 are .wnt?ctu~g in the facilities that they have, but not re- 
13 engmeem the core, but re-en 
I4 COM% ISSIONER CORNE!f??-%% : s z q u F t i o n  
15 was answered m regard to what would the excess capaclty be 
16 if it is not acx om llshed? 
17 MR. KI,IJ&H: If it's not accom lished? 
18 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: lfit's not accomplished. 
19 MR. KLUGH: The BRAC cross service group determined 
20 that the excess capacity in the Air Force ranged from about a 
21 depot and thrte uarters of a d t. And therefore, if the 
22 do not acmmpl& eliminating E t  excess capacity, we stih 
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1 COMMISSIONER CO.VELLA: My time is expi*. I'm 
2 goin to allow each comrmssloner 8 m u t e s  to question the 
3 anefin the first round. And we'll start on my nght, with 
4 $airman Dixon. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
6 Klu h, I was out of the room for a few m u t e s  so lf I. 
7 duptcate something, would you forgive me? 1.b lmlung at 
8 the chart, chart one, on the explanation of the 8 joint cross 
9 service group proposals. You see it u there now? Have we 

1 1  MR. KLUOH: NO, sir. 
P, 10 discussed that m our testimony so far. 

12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, as I understpd it, this is a 
13 work product, pretty much of the cross servlce groups that 
14 said, m effect, close Red River and Gtterkemy. And the 
1s result has been that the DOD IS closmg Red a v e r  and 
16 realignin Letterkemy. Is that a correct interpretation of 

18 
e, 17 that chart. 

MR. KLUGH: That is correct, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Then on Navy shipyards, the cross 
20 service groups -- one m d ,  close Portsmouth and Pearl 
21 Harbor; the other one said, close Long Beach, Portsmouth and 
22 Pearl Harbor; and the DOD recommends Long Beach. 

w 

'(II 

Page 12C 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: But in effect, the Navy has 
2 finally selected - or, I a logize well, in fact, the 
3 Department of Defense testided exactly what the services 
4 ave them. So I can correctly represent that it was the 
5 kavy's deckion, given to the DOD, which took them to close 
6 Lon Beach, as dlstin uished from Portsmouth on the one hand, 
7 or fear1 Harbor on & other; each of the other two having 
8 nuclear capabilities. Is that - 
9 MR. KLUGH: That's correct, sir. 
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It's almost an interesting thing 
1 1  to observe that on one of the lists, Long Beach dldn't even 
12 maka the List originally. 
13 MR. KLUGH: On alternative number one, Long Beach 
14 wa!; not on that list. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you lcnow the reason why? 
16 MR. KLUGH: There were six runs, if you will, in 
17 our l i n ~  programrping model, tp come up w~th  the best 
18 alterr~atlves to provlde to the rmlltary department. In fact, 
19 we made about 18 different runs. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I see. 
21 MR. KLUGH: But six of those runs were the best 
22 that would accomplish the objective. And that is to 

1 1 
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I have excess capacity .remaining. first alternative - the 
2 &r Force reduce thelr excess capac~ty rather - well, in 
3 lme wlth the alternative. 
4 And number two would have required the Air Force to 
5 consider closing two de ts. To the extent and then $e 
6 subassion that the h r r o r c e  has forwarded of reducmg five 
7 depots rather than closure, the have regrkx! that they 
8 would reduce the direct labor dbws in e w t h  the same 
9 number that we had in alternatives one and two. Now, to the 
10 extent that the ~ccomplish.ed that, the OSD reduction m 
I I capsfrt woud  be as I outlmed earlier. 
12  OMM MISSIONER CORNELLA: If it would not be 
13 ~ccoql i shed ,  it would increase, would it not, the excess 
14 capacity? 
IS MR. U;UGH Yes. If they do not accomplish that, w 
16 will mamta~n ve si ficant excess ca . 
17 COMMISS%NI~?CORNELLA: =?OU. Mr. Klugh, 
18 please describe the concept of maximum potential capacity. 
19 MR. KLUGH: Maxlmum potential ca city assumes the 
20 current fpding and currentgmgqtm wot%ord. .It does not 
21 assume s ~ p f i c a n t  mcrease m mhtary construchon or 
22 investment in capital. It assumes reengineering the 
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1 processes. It as+mes rearrangement of the depot into an 
2 configuration whr* would mnblc you to do qo.? lhnn w L t  
3 your current ca aclty 1s; to ophmze the capabll~hes of the 
4 particular d . 1 :  
5 COM ISSIONFR CORNELLA: You addfessed the military 
6 construction expenditure. Would ~t also require a second 
7 shift to achieve that potenti*? 
8 MR. KLUGH: No, su, it would not. 
9 COMMISSIONER.CORNELL&: Describe how your joint 
10 cross service group assigned functional values to each of the 
I 1 depots and s h ~  ards. 
12 MR. KLVGH: We di~ided~the commodities into 16 
13 groups. We established an objechve to size the depots to 
14 core. We weighted the work that is rformed in depots. And 
15 we ap lied the g*test amom! of%eight to the uns areas. 
16 in fact of 100 pomts we a M e d  about 60 pomts to the 
17 core category; about 50 porn& to workload that is above 
18 core, outside the core range; and about 10 percmt to the 
19 environmental function. 
20 We rank the depots in that way, by a pl in those 
21 wei hted values to the fuoetions, the w o r k f d ,  A t  is being 
22 perkrmed in the depot. 
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I MR. KLUGH: That is correct. 
2 C W R M A N  DIXON: The Navy aviation de p both 
s groups s a ~ d  Iacksonvdle should be c l o d ,  that ~ 0 T d r d  not 
4 close. 
5 MR. KLUGH: That is also correct. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Navy weapons center, Crape- 
7 Louisv~lle and Keyport.were on each list. Crane-Louisv~lle 
8 is closed, and Keypon 1s real1 ed. And on the Air Force 
9 aviation, San Antom, which is B y ,  and Sacramento,.vhich 
10 1s McClellan, were on the one list. On the other hst, San 
11 Antonio was on the list alone for closure. And all were 
12 d o w i l e d  instead in the DOD report. Is that accurate? 
13 MR. K L U G ~ :  That's correct sir. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I*U ask ou first of all, your 
15 view with t to Navy shipyards. !I& is to say, what is 
I6 your view XDOD'S recommendation, having m mind the 
I7 recommendations of the cpss  sevice groyps. 
18 MR: KLUGH: As lt pertams to shipyards, tpe joint 
19 cross s e r v l ~  group r e m e  that that worklo@ 1s probably 
20 not conducive to mtraserv~cmg. That workload m the 
21 shipyard is rincipally Navy. And you have about three 
22 categories, &It two basic categories - a nuclear worklord 
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1 and non-nuclear workload. And then, in the Navy, they have, 
2 m addition to depots, spfial weapons centers, warfare 
3 centers, some on the hst of 24 depots and some smaller 
4 tacilities that are not. 
5 And some of the workload that specifically relates 
6 t l ~  depot maintenance had been transferred and done outside of 
7 those 24 depots in some instances. And so in the cross 
8 service grou number two, to the ri ht where we identified 
9 those three &pots, what wq said to %:Navy - that it 
10 appears to us m the altematave that we provlded them, that 
1 1  you have pfficient c a p  to close two of those. 
12 And ~t compares \lrl 2' alternative number one, where 
13 it showed two. The difference in two, it showed Lon Beach. 
14 Well, one of those is a non-nuclear depot, l.ong%each, and 
15 f l ~ ~  other two nuclear. So we did not try to, in +e 
16 jmnt cross servrce roup, to ~ n l l y  come to the y f i c  
17 option when ou loofed at the weapons centers, the s ~p ards, 
18 ud dqots, %ut bu(fical1y seaside. We asked the havy to 
19 look m de th an make that assessment. 
20 So 8 e  N a y ,  anCr reviewin that in detail, cam? 
21 back with long each. But they fansferred qwte a brt of 
22 work to other activities. 
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MR. .KLUGH: Yes, sir. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, with respect to the Air 

r Force, as I understand it, Kelly made both lists' McClellan, 
one. All have been downsized in place, under the 

i recommendations of the Air Force. 
i MR. KLUGH: That is correct. sir. 
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I is attem tin to utilize the ca acity that you have more 
2 efficienty. g o  we expected &e specific c~osurw to come 
3 out somewhat different. We were surprised that they came out 
4 so close, in1 that minimizing sites, even while a plying 
5 maximum military value and applying functional v&es, we  got 
6 the same alternatives. 
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eliminate excess capaci ; reduce number of depots; but also r : reduce the number of p aces that we corm work. So those 
'r alternatives, four of them were 1 ~ t i c a 1 .  Four of them 
re identical to cross service roup one. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: f see 
MR. KLUGH: Only one of ibe six was different, and - that was the one which identified Long Beach. And that was 

4 the run based on minimum excess capacity in applying the 
2 function of values. 

1: CHAIRMAN DIXON: IS all that information available 
for us Mr. Klu h? 
: MR. K L ~ G H :  Yes, sir: In fact, I have provided the 
r c b r p  which identify the ific runs. But I've alsq 
r pronded the spreadsheet E p r o v i d e s  all of the details as 
i to where that work went. 

CHFRMAN DIXON:. Now, in the Na aviation depots, 
" Jacksonville was on both lists that DOD d z  not close. 
1 MR. KLUGH: Correct, sir. 
a CHAIRMAN DIXON: Navy w9pons center C m e -  
5 Louisvdle and Keyport were on both hsts for closure. And 

Crane-Louisville IS closed, and Keyport is downsized, 
I? realigned. 
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I If you focus on the d-epqt's activities, specifically, and not 
2 r e a l i p g  all the actrvities wthm the rur logist~cs 
3 center, would be about a depot and threequarter equivalent; 
4 about 10 million direct labor hours. 
5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Cox. 
a COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. I just want to 
7 follow up on one thing, because I think I got confused. When 
8 the chairman asked ou about the Navy yards and you said 
9 there wm a group or, I thdc, 12 scenarios that went through 

10 and that Long Beach only ended up on one of those scenarios. 
11 And what I think you said is that the reason it only ended up 
12 on one was because it had the minimum excess capacity. Is 
13 that what you said? 
I4  ME. KLUGH: We had two categories of ryns to come 
1s to those alternatrves. One was b.as+ on m m i z m  the 
16 number of sites; that is, the maxmmd number of $osum. 
17 And the second one was, minimize excess capacity. And we 
18 applied a linear rogramn+ng @el to that. When ou 
19 rmrurrze s~tes, k e  model s hying to close the num&r of 
20 sites. 
21 COP4 MISSIONER COX: Right. 
22 MR KLUGH: When you minimize capacity, the model 
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: The key that we were focused on in this case was to 1~.8uce 
: the excess capacity and reduce the number of lines, and 

maxlplize saving of dollars. And I think the actions the Navy 
4 took m this case falls yi@n the range, I think. It 
i complements those objectives. 
i As. far as the Air Force and the air logistics - centqs, rf you focus on one log~shcs center, and the 
I queshon 1s do I save morn money by closmg or rcl l iy? It 
8 robably aiways most tunes, savmg more money by c -re. 

1: %a if ou focus on eliminating one depot equivalent, and you 
:: have Jve by which to realign, then perhaps the alternative ;i of realh&lun g five depots may .be t& best  solution^ 

e A r  Force - it was ~deptified for the A r  
!; Force that the had excess capacrty rangin m the 10 
L' rmllion direct labor hour area., And throug% this prowss, 
:i they are re rtlng that they wd1 be able to realign all 
:- depots and%chieve something retty c l o ~  to that. 
! t  CHAIRMAN DMON: & time 1s up, but 1'11 ask this 
i I  fmd question. To be more simplh than the numbers ou've 
-4. how many depots - Air F o m  excess d-ts would $ere 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And whatho you have to say about 
$ that, Mr. Klu h? 
1 MR.d~~~:Firstofall,theNavy,in 
,! Jacksonville s h o w  u on one and two - 

CHAI~MAN &&ON: Yes 
KLUGH: - and the d ' artment not including 

le, the Navy had some 2tern.tives. Remember I 
that some of the depot work IS done m weapon 

2 centers, in warfare centers, due to a Na strategy sometime 
r a . prior to the M two BRAC mecasa. %e Navy chose to 

- cf& s o p  of those centers. h e y  had a choice - close 
t I Jacksonvvdle, or close some of those centers and transfer the 
1 ZI d e p ~ t  work mto the depot, or leave those centers open and 
2: transfer some of the work out to those centers. 

The Navy chose to close some of the warfare 
I =  centers, and transfer the depot work back into its depots. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - 
7 Wher~ applying the minimizing excess ca acity, we 
8 got the same as &mimi sib in two cases. & in one 
9 case, we had a different list. So since we had two different 

10 alternatives to work from, two different ways to get to the 
11 end state of reducing excess ca acity, we chose to send to 
12 the milita departments both 8 r  further analysis. 
13 0ur%rst .submission to the military department was 
14 to 've us a qurck look back as to whether thls is feasible, 
15 a n ~ e c o n d l y .  to do more detailed malysea - run the COBRA., 
16 determine the mst and nport back to the 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: ~ u t  ou =pt'look at costs. 
18 For example, you talk about two difzrent philosophies - 
19 one, minimize sites and at least, ar bly, ~f you close more 
20 sites, you9ve saved more. Although, o%ously, it depends on 
21 each one. And the other one, you looked at minimizing excess 
22 capacity. You didn't look at costs -- that just got sent out 

as alternativm? 
MR. KILUGH: Yes. Cost is really 

COBRA modd runs. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Uh-huh. 
MR. KIJJGH: And d was decided 

n the numbxi by the analysis you &de? 
MR. KLUGB: Ex- depots on the analysis we made. 

m i l i t a ~  dwrtrnenta would actuallv make the 

21 
22 
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determined by the 

up front that the 
: COBRA runs. not 

the joint cioss service 
COMM ISSION&?%X: Ri ht. And so without the 

costs, though - putting that aside, &en becapse you didn't 
do that - eithtg way, you came out with closma at least two - .  - - 
shipyards. 

MR. KLUGH: That's right. 
C0MMIS:SIONER COX: 1nteresti;ng. And I'm sorry, why 

would it be, for example, in minimizmg capacrty that you -- 
maybe I don't ur~derstand the hilosophy here - but why would 
you end up with Long ~ e a $  not on that list? 

MR. KLJGH: It is. 
COMM1:SSIONER COX: I'm sorry, that is on the list? 
MR. KLJJGH: Yes. 
COMMI!iSlONER COX: And why does that minimize 

capacity? 
MR. KLIJGH: When you minimize retention of excess 

I I 
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I capacit - 
2 C!OMMISSIONER COX: Right. 
3 MR. KLUGH: - then you tend to use up the.capacity 
4 that ou have in larger depots. And when you maxlrmze the 
5 numLr of sites to be closed - 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: You tend to close smaller ones. 
7 MR. KLUGH: That's right. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. 
9 MR. KLUGH: And so we ran it both ways. And by 

lo  *f: it both ways, we had more alternatives to provide to 
I I the m ~ t a  de artment for further detiuled analysrs. 
12 CO~M&SIONER COX: I see. But in each use, 
13 military value was considered? 
14 MR. KLUGH: es. 
ir COMMISSIO~R COX: Right. Let me ask just an 
16 overall question, and it's probably way toq va e, and you're 
17 welcome to beg off. But lo eneral, in gomg gough your 
I8 cross.serv~ciag idea dp you%elieve that cp-lidatron of 
19 timctrons 1s more ef'icrept, saves money, is more productive? 
20 There are alwa s exce trons, of course. 
21 MR. K L ~ G H :  f t  depends a lot on the circumstances, 
22 like the number of alternatrves that you have. If you were 

1 
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1 regarding the roposal to rivatize the naval surface warfare 
2 detachment atrbuisville, &ve you been involved in that? 
3 MR. NEMPAKOS: We have looked at what the community 
4 is proposing at that activity. And what we've said is that 
5 there certainly is an enormous amount of promise in what 
6 the 're trying to do. The ?-unit is talking,.as, I 
7 unJerstand 11, about establrshmg - Iffhe ~ m n u s s r o n  
a (.anfirms our recommendation - estabhshmg a large 
9 industrial complex. 

10 They are, as I understand it, dealing now yith two 
11 major manufacturers to b m g  theu roduct ha lnto those 
12 facrlities. That we would work wig e m  in re-use,. for them 
13 to take over and use. And then, essentially, comp$m for. 
14 additiqna! work. As ou know, probabl the iatmg8snhty 
15 at i q u r ~ r l l e  n a worrd-olass latmg facikty. ggh t  now 
16 it's lrmtai to the kind of worE it can do because we can't 
17 compete with the private sector to bring work into Navy 
18 industrial activities. 
19 ~ u t  for example, if the local community was to ut 
20 that to use, there is a broad range of activity that wouh be 
21 of potential. So that's what the 're talking about doing. I 
22 lhink they're working very harito come up with a good idea. 
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1 MR. IUUGH: That's correct. And in some cases yo 
2 may only have the capability to do a certain function wilhn 
3 a particular de t. 
4 C O M M ~ ~ I O N E R  COX: Uh-huh. Did you do any, in 
5 l o p e g  at the depots, any sort of separate analysis on 
6 mlrtary value? 
7 MR. KLUGH: No, we did not. We asked the military 
8 departments to determine military value of .the site.. . We 
9 thdc that's very appropnate because wha! IS of mlltary 

10 value to a seagom operatron would certady be drfferent 
I I than perha s a lan% cam ai type of activit 
it CO~MISSIONEIPC~PX: So you tool'- GAO testified 
13 this mornin that, at least in the Air Force side, the 
I4 a ~ s r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ r m l r t a r y  value may have been finc, but they 
15 can t rea y ocument r t  . You drdn't do anythu~g separate to 
I6 look at that ourself? 
17 MR. &UGH: No. We accepted the military 
I8 de artmcnt's input. We received the m h r y  valve from each 
19 opthe milita de artments with their certified data. 
20 COMPXISSPONER COX: Right 
2 1 MR. KLUGH: And we accepted that data. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Let me ask Mr. Nemfakos, 
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1 l o o a g  at a single depot, then, in eneral, I would say that 
2 shnnlung and consolldatmg probady would not gwe you the 
3 same savmgs as elimination, whether it's elimination of 
s things or the whole art. 
5 But when youLve  a lot of other activities $at. 
6 ou can consider, then you have a lot of other flexrb~lities 
7 gy which to do that. And in som cases, I would suggest that 
8 downsizin or shrinking may give you a better alternative 
9 than acdclosure .  

10 c O ~ I O N E R  COX: Mm-hmm. And when you looked at 
I I the, I guess what ou called the core capacity at each of 
12 those, what d m  &at mean? You loqked at the specifis 
13 functrons? Each of these depots had rts own sort of major 
14 function. And I gucu you had to look at that because moving 
I5 that would be very expensive and you were trying to avoid 
16 MILCON and that kmd of - 
17 MR. KLUGH: That's correct. 
I8 COMMISSIONER COX; I see. So the rlviD reawn - 
19 gettin back to, I w, the pomt you just.nMde - that you 
20 woulcfhave to dowpuze rather than close IS because you do 
21 have these core functions that are difficult, at least m 
22 cost, to move? 

-. 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Davls. 
2 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: General Klugh, with your 
3 e,rmission, I would like to address m first questron to 
4 general Blume, mce ,  one he hasn't {ad one, and I don't 
5 want him to get off easy. but it's not really a question - 
6 well, it is. In the prevrotp two hours, Jay, the Air Force 
7 was rather severely pllloned b the GAO about thelr 
8 process - the fact that the GA& did not have access to your 
9 working groups and to your data.. 

lo  I thmk it would be ap ro nate before we get into 
1 1  sonnt: of the uestions whicfw81 clear1 come to ou, your 
12 thoughts on %at r o e s ;  why the Air Jorce did irthe way 
13 the y did. And ityou had it to do over again, would you 
14 change it? 
15 GENERAL BLUME: The answer to the last part of your 
16 question sir, is, I think the Air Force would do it exactly 
17 as they did before. I think, though, that there's alwa s 
I8 im~ruve.ments. The Air Force, in this particular B ~ C  '95, 
19 trial to rmprove from the revlous rounds. The Air Force 
20 pm- has not changed. ft was the same r ~ e s s  that was 
21 -1 -- basic process, let me say - in 1991: 93 and '95. 
22 It 1s true the h r  Force restricted the GAO from 

-. 
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1 r b d  whaf. we-have tqld them, from the DepaFent of the Navy 
2 perspectrve is that rf they can come u wlth sometlun that 
3 makes sense for them and sense for tl!e.~epartment of the 
4 Navy, we're prepared to support them m terms of post-base 
5 closure allowing them to b m g  work m to the extent they're 
6 cost co titive. 
7 C!MISSIONER COX: And did you consider that 
8 privatization proposal, which at least was around in 1993 
9 when you wrote the Ian uage recommending closure of the naval 

10 slurface warfare detacLent? 
1 1 MR. NEMF-S: We were aware, Commissioner Cox, 
12 that they were w o h g  on s o r n e b g .  As we teshfied m the 
13 openin session before the Commissron, we deliberately have 
I4 utordedthat recommendation, as well as all our other 
I5 recommendations, to provide us the greatest amount of 
16 flexibility in d& with the communities. It's our view 
lr Ulp the wordmg o?the pxxnmendation provide enough 
18 latlada for the cornmum? to execute the program that they 
19 are currently - as we un erstand it - they are currently 
20 pursum 
21 C~MMISSIONER COX: 7 b d  you. 
22 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, ma'am. 
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:oming 1. to their meetings and the BCEG, the Base ~fosure 

,r 'vcnt~ve Gyoup, and they were not in our deliberative 
sr. l k s  was not an Intent to try and Lee them out, 

gjvc a clear and open o rtunity for the B A G  members 
wi- whatever was to rdiscussed on that particular 

r day. 
7be documentation allegation, I think, in my 

 em mon, 1s total1 - lf they can read, they should 
1 be able b?ollow the Air $ o m  proass. And the reason 1 

I r my tbat is, there are minutes to eve Air Force meetin 
: E v m  ~ l h  of the 22 meetin with g e  Secretary of the k r  
I: For& .nd the Chief of ~ta t$of  the Air Force was gso 
rr- documented, as far as the hap llln s m those meetmgs. 

I )* So I don't understand. fed0 & that there are 
:- y o  places where the Air Force apd .the GAO have a 
l r  d~sa_aeement. Ope is, .at the beglnnrng of the Air Force 
:- process - and th~s  IS d~fferent than the previous two 

I ;$ rounds - in tryin to meet the GAO requirements that they 
1 :. had alluded *at tfe h Force was tm .subjective, the Air 
izr F o e  we~ghts and measures on them evaluations of all 

he  sz&&~~ and subelements; and used a database and a 
I =  mmpda just to roll these up mto aggregate grades. 
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However, the Air Force feels ve firm1 that it I: & o ~ n o t b e a f i v e d l u r m l  iacenum?nasbasthe 

: mrkg;  @t there should b e ~ c t i o n a j  ex rts .that look at 
this .rial s and then do the final sconn gbulld a I ti- of?kuxs, which then g a s  to the 8ecretary of the Air 1 ; F- i - So this scoring is the contention - or contentious 

1 I im - betyeen thc Air Force, I Wieve, and the GAO. It's 
1 & to get m the m d s  of 13 functional experts, throughout 
, I r Ae air staff, and to know how they're goin to score the 
I d i n g  - that is the first lhrpo mkrs, the 

ca! costmg, lus the return on mvestment, all A 
a well as &e final +act on the wmmmty, 

1. lmpsd on the base, and the Impact as far as the envmnment 
:- 19 wncemed. 
~t This is done in, the heads of those particular 
:- ,psdemen who are s~ttmg around the base closure executive 
:I mup table. c e i r  voting, then, aligns our bases - the Air 
:c Force bases - rnto a particular alignment, and then you look 
13 for natural break points. Those that are scored high come to 
: -be top. Those that are scored low wme to the bottom. 
[r: There is no quota or anything like that, so you look to see 

i 

1 
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I GENERAL KLUGH: To the extent that direct l&r 
2 hours would remain at a depot or would not remain at a d , 
3 in case of closure, that's the extent b which we, as Et 
I 'oint cross-service group, wuld idengfy the peo le shift. 
5 h e  COBRA runs is the model to determine exactly Row many 
6 would go to a certain location or not, because, as you absorb 
7 work in a depot, you don't need a one-for-one. So there has 
8 to be some analysis as to .the peo le that you really need to 
9 do that, and that a done m the (%BRA model. 

10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But, General Klugh, there 
1 i seems to lx a significant difference between the percent 
12 reali ed, the bopom line there, between seprices - where, 
13 you g o w  the h r  Force falls outside two sigma on a bell 
14 curve, ancl probably the mean-is somewhere around the 25 
15 percentile Did the joint serv~ce group take a look at that 
16 at all? 
17 GENERAL KLUGH: No. There was no way that the 
18 joint cross-service group wuld really wmpare these. It is 
19 obvi~us from these - it was obvious to us - that the 
20 serv~ces have a different wa of appl ing the COBRA runs. 
21 COhlMISSIONER D ~ V I S :  A% ~ l n  ht, lor. 
22 If I could switch to Army depots, 8eneral Klugh, 

- 
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1 the cross-service initially recommended the decentralization 
2 of the tactitxtl missile maintenance and then, later, ap roved 
3 the Army's plan which is kind of p decentral~zatlon gut 
4 takes it a bl t different than your onginal recommendation. 
5 Can you teI1 us why that change in views? Or do you 
6 remember? 
7 GENERAL KLUGH: Well, in a plying the linear 
8 program mxlel, we d l  were trying & offer up to the 
9 mihtary department the Yternatives, where the centers of 

10 excellence exist, in order to perform specific work. We 
11 still feel that there is somethmg to be gained in reducing 
12 the number of sites where work @ p c ~ o n a d .  In fact, we had 
13 as objecttve where somethmg 1s wmrnon to pvo or more 
14 serv~ces, to reduce to one place where the work 1s performed. 
15 As you know, the tactical missile is a follow-on to 
16 BRAC '93. We were very careful, as we reviewed what to do 
17 with tactical missile, as it i acts the BRAC '93 decisions. 
18 In changinz - when you i s a t  all the depots together - 
19 and speci crilly look at the Army depots m this case, and 
20 the capabilities of Tobyhanna and ~ e t t e r k e m ~  - an option 
21 the.Arm chose to optlmize what Letterkenny is best at in 
22 the~r rea8gornent busmess and what Tobyhanna could do for 
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vhicb m the k t  and.which are those that are not the%est. 

And that's the A r  Force process p it oes: But 
!he GAO has a very difficult time of t a b g  dat  h m g ,  

4 ha. evea $ough - I ' l l ~ t e e  you, if you loqk at the 
i ?&ne ~thmkarabon , ' m s  base 
r &odd 6cm - and we call i G , y z l ! $ d  her 3 - - 'shoald be our ood, better, or best base. 
f COMMIS~ONER DAVIS: Thank you very much. Can you 
t k g  chart 5 please? 

I[ ?!&end d u  h, while he's bringing this up, this is 
; a wmpanan of cQsure COBIU data from each military 
:: iepamneat. It's lund of hard to read. 
1 .. 
A s  COMMISSIONER DIXON: Can you brighten that a 
1. little? 
,: .. COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yeah. We'll provide you a 
! t :opy of it. 
I - General Klught there are si ficant differences 
I! be- the services COB= ? K t e  to close depots. For 
I' -..ample, there are substantial differences in percentage of - * who would be moved. Did the .oint service p u p  come 

th an estimate, a  closure of a d e p o v  
tap o#people, that would move 
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I that ylicular commodity, it seemed to me, was a reasonable 
2 wnchlon. 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I've got more 
4 questions in that area, but my time is expired. 1'11 wme 
5 back to it later. Thank you v 
6 COMMlSSlONER C O R N x E k a n k  you, Commisaionn 
7 Davis. Commissioner Kling? 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
9 Mr. Nemfakos, turning back ta d e  naval warfm 
10 centers, I believe - and I ho I'm not going to be 
11 redundant; maybe I missed i r  ~ u t  we wmmentod on the 
12 privatization in Louisville, and I don't believe we touched 
13 on it in Indiana lis. Did we? 
14 MR. NEE AKOS: No, sir, we didn't talk about it 
15 earlier. 
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: Could we have the same 
17 questions to ou concerning Indianapolis? 
18 MR. N ~ ~ P A K O S :  Ya, sir. As a gmeral proposition, 
19 my answers woluld be the same ex for the circumstances of 
20 the hvo activities are somewhat S e r c o t ,  in the sense that 
21 Louisville is a much more heavil industrialized activity, as 
22 you how, and therefore is funher Lng, in my judgement, m 
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I dealipg with the nvate sector, to bring manufacturers m, 
2 than r Indlanapo%s. 
3 But the propositiyn is generally tpe same. It is a 
4 roposit~on that says, If the Comrmss~on endorses, the 
5 !reside$ forwards, and the Cwglarq approves the base 
6 closure list and we close those actIvltles, the local 
7 community would like the opportunity to take over the sites, 
8 utilize what is there, create a p?vate venture that could 
9 then compete for ublic work. And in both cases, an 

10 envisioolng of, fact, they can create-a center of 
I I excellence, havmg the government potent~ally rent space 
12 there and work wlth certain of the systems there, as opposed 
I 3 to buildin space .somewhere else. 
14 ~ o t t  those ldeps are not, as you can WI from my 
I5 comments mature. Both communities are working very hard. 
16 And I believe the recommendations that we have made in 
17 neither instance would preclude bringin what they would like 
18 to do tq fruition. The issue ip, can gFY bring it off? Can 
19 they b m g  the pnvate-sector mterests m? Can they create 
20 a vlable commercial. enterpnse zone that would be able to 
21 compete for both pnvate-sector work as well as work for the 
22 government? 

- - - 
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I case. When the issue becomes an i s w  of 'They're & m g  
2 about closm my base, moving my job," I think it's a very 
3 uoderstanda%le tendency to become very conservapve. 
4 We had significant amounts of excess capacl 
5 still, in 1995 even after the enormous closures of r493, so 
6 we attackedm&e estimates of what's it goin to -t - and 

tho base stqxture e v ~ l d - o n  committee - : ~ ~ & ~ v b v  robrng quesbons, had speclfic protocols on 
9 how to d c ~  wig ~ r t a m  costs. ~ n d  what we found is, in 

10 many cases, sometma through lack of understandmg, 
I 1 twersight, whatever, we had estimates that for exam le, 
12 included thin s that were already included h the COBRA 
13 plgorithms. h e  had cost estimates that shouldn't have been 
14 included at all in the context of the Department of Defense 
15 rocess. And we had, then, other estimates that very 
16 kadcl we felt were unsupportable for a lhc reason. 
17 8bviousl , the local commands and 8&wple  
18 worlrio at @e local commgds are somewhat dis.tressed that 
19 ttle~r d at-te was not mcluded m our anal SIS. We 
20 believe y e  havc substantiated the reasons. A. ou L o w ,  both 
21 Le audlt .service and the inspector general L v e  been looking 
22 uxto that Issue, and to date, at least, they have not 
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1 Those are the kinds of things that we would be 
2 prepared to aggressively pursue with them, because, clearly, 
3 it's a win-win proposit~on. If they can do ~ t ,  it's reat 
4 for the ~ m p u n i t y ,  and rf they can do it suwashfl , the 
5 ~mpllcat~on IS that the Department of the Navy, anbtherefore 
6 the United States taxpayer, is going to be able to get his 
7 work done at a lower cost. 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: I think that's a great answer 
9 and a great comment, and I totally support that and agree 

10 with you. 
1 1  MR. NEMFAKOS: Thank you, sir. 
12 COMMISSIOYER qINCi: So 1 ho . we can p forward. 
I3 And I guess you wll contmually have %falope w~th them as 
14 they go forward. 
15 MR. NEMFAKOS; .Yes, sir. My understanding is that 
16 both the local commu~~lties, as well as the warfare center 
17 leadership, as well as the commander of the Naval Sea S stems 
18 Command, are working closely together to see how this L d  of 
19 an idea could work u n a roval of a closure process. 
20 C O M M I S S I ~ N ~ ~  ~ N G :  Great. 
21 Does the Navy's rejection of a proposed commercial 
22 and government use of the propeller shop and foundry m 
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1 rdentified anything that would have changed the 
2 I-ecommendations that we made. 
3 So, while I understand the local distress that 
4 their full estimates were not provided, I also think there is 
5 good and valid reason that those full estimates were not 
6 tncluded. But it is to that specific disagreement that the 
7 (3AO addressed itself I belleve. 
8 COMMISSION~R KLING: Thank you. 
9 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, sir. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Back to the plating int. I 
11 lhinL somebod had asked a certain question. ~ l ~ e  Navy 
12 comider.co-&atin platin operatons at Louisville's new 
13 $36 rmlllon facd~ty, % an c ! c e ?  
14 MR. NEMFAKOJ d.  sir, we did not. And the reason 
15 is, what we looked at is - we looked at Navy work, and we 
16 looked at the - I believe - and General Klugh can correct 
17 rile ~f I'm wron - close to one million hours, direct labor 
I8 hours, ?f depotsevel work that was bemg conducted at 
19 Lou!sv~lle. And our vlew was that tlyt work could 
20 srgmficantl reduce our excess capaclty at our major 
21 itidustrial &pots -- the shipyards. 
22 We chose, therefore, to look at consolidation at 
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I Philadel hia relate to the potential for the Indianapol~s 
2 Proposafi 
3 MR. NEMFAKOS: I'm sorry, sir. 
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Does the Navy's rejection of a 
5 pro sed commercial and overnment use of the propeller shop 
6 ancf?oundry in ~ h i l a d e l b a  relate to the potential for the 
7 Indiana 11s ro sal? 
8 G. &GAKos: No, sir, it doesost. 
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Okay. Thank YOU. 

10 The General Accountin Office testimony thls 
I 1 morning recommended that the Eommission thoroughly examine 
12 the bases for exclusions to the cost and savings data 
13 associated with recommendations for naval air warfare centers 
14 at Louisville, Indjanapolis, and Lakehurst. Could you please 
15 comment on that ~ssue? 
16 MR. NEMFAKOS: Commi~ioner Kling, as we went 
I7 thmugh our processes, as you can ma me, when you're 
I8 dealing as open1 as the De artment ofthe Navy's r m s s  
19 does wrth its fie& comma&, and you, as you w o g  Lhfough 
20 the process o out to them and sa 'Here s the scenario 
21 that I'm th&ngof .  Give me bacpcosts,' we geneplly, in 
22 the rml~tary esta hshment, tend to be conservative, m any 

Page 145 - Page 150 

Page 1 3  
I shipyards, as o s+, to moving work. We lqoked at our 
2 platmg work. mtial estiptes were to buld a new 
3 plating faclltty at one of our shlp ards. 
4 As we - as I described earzer - aggressively 
5 pursued that cost, what we determined was that there was 
6 enough capacity at Watervliet Arsenal to take care of the 
7 minimal type of work that the Department of the Nav needed 
8 in this area, and therefore that s where we woulJhave sent 
9 the work if Louisville were completely closed. We would not 

10 be movin additional work into Louisville. 
I I CO~MISSIONER KLING: It's a fine facility - and I 
12 see my time is u Mr. Chairman. 
13 COMM~S~@NER CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissione 
14 Kling. Comrmss~oner Monto a? 
15 COMMISSIONER M O ~ O Y A :  w you 
16 My uestions - I don't want them to appear &at 
17 I'm gom % try to set up a battle between the services; I'm 
18 not. ~ u t 9 ' m  1-ookipg for empirical data that may lead to 
19 some areas of mqu~ that they'll be he1 ful to us. 
20 So, Mr. Nem%cos, I yanted to a& ou some 
21 questions r eg~dmg ipe prevlous closure of depots. Do you 
22 have enough mformat~on yet to come to any conclusions, or 
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I ~ l imina conclusions, audited or not audited, regan8mg 
2 fhe costs & you've experienced? Were they close to our d -ctimates? And what savings - and have the savin s t at you 

ternplated begun to show. fruit, both in terms o!efficiency 
e new laces, or othemse? w MR. R E M F ~ O S :  Commissio?cr Monte a, as ou know, 

7 the depoe that we closed m '91, pmclp?lly &hilailadYlphia 
8 Naval Sh yard, were held up for some trme, .and the full 
9 return cosg on that a ~ c u l a r  closure are not m. In the 

lo '93 round of base &sure, y e  are ag4ns~ively working those 
11 c l q  because p~ '93, as m '95, d s our mtent to close 
12 as qu~ckf as ppsslble. 
13 l3urconsldenng that those were two nuclear naval 
14 shi yards and 50 percent of our aviation depot capabili 2 
15 fhaPnquired movmg work both to the Army de t in orpus 
1s ~ h n s h ,  as well as to other places, and w m  leteg 
17 dignrog,  in other words, where work ha8been distributed, 
18 the return costs are still, I think, at least a year awa . 
I9 What we do have, sir, is - in the process of d e  
20 budget ?view, the Office of the Comptroller of the Na 

vel , again, looked at the esflptes for both coTof 
~ ~ a n 6 Y s a v m g s .  To date, the savmgs numbers are 
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I relatively close to what y e  projected for the '93 round of 
2 base closure for those actw~t~es. The costs, other than 
3 arvironmcntal - the costs, because of the COBRA model, that 
4 COBRA algorithms do tend to be somewhat conservative, appear 
s to be m g  a little bit behind. 
6 And finall what we're seeing is, as our people. 
7 are going throug% the plannin p m c e ~ ~ ,  both the facihties 
a people - the Naval Facilities bngineerqg Command - but 
9 also the users and the . m a  ers, the achvlty group 

10 managers - they are, m facf, findmg better, cheaper ways 
11 -f getting the job done. And so my expectation IS that, when 

final accounting is done, other than environmental, the 

kl)" will be lower than what we anticipated. 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Would ycu comment on the 

15 e+4ronmental F S ~ ?  Th.t was my next uestion, as to what 
16 L d  you - how IS ~t m d l  versus w h i  you anticipated? 
17 MR. NEMFAKOS: $ell, as you know, Commissioner 
la Montoya, we did not estimate environmental costs in the 
19 closure round in '93 +d, as you also kmy,  probably better 
30 than anybody else, &s 1s an area that, unhl you get m 
21 thne and start doing the work, you don't have a clue. I do 
22 not - I have not heard of any ugly surprises, particularly 
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I proceeded. 
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: General Blume, a couple of 
3 questions:. Did the Air Force, going *to the BRAC process, 
4 have aom specific reduction tar ets, elther savings or 
5 people or planned value? Did you f ave some bo eys goin in 
6 that were ve broad idehes, within the k r  F.orce$ 
7 GENE%% B L ~ M E :  As far as our analysis, Mr. 
8 Montoya, we looked at the capaci that the Air Force hap, as 
9 far as its depots. We allowed g e  - actually, thejomt 

l o  cross-senrice - to develo the excess capacity. And 
11 y e  lwkai at G k l a t i v e  to adfitiond d y s i s  that we 
12 dld, and we're retty much in line. Between one de 
13 depot and a bal~equlvalmce of man-hours of work l%i"w2 
14 ossmtially what the Air - we didn't have a specific target 
15 as we went into it, but we developed that as our analysrs 
16 progreSd. 
17 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Can you tell me, at what 
18 point in time did ou leave the depot.question from a closure 
19 prospectrve to a ownslz~ng pe We? When did you get 2 
20 off of that articular ath, a n d T ?  
21 GENERAL BLJME: Well, a! you know, we wpked down 
22 that path for several months, lookmg at the potentla1 of 
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1 closing either one or two depots, and anal zin those, k o  
2 As we came up to where we had exwentidy, t%e roll-u df 
3 all of our actions for the BRAC '95, then we came to & 
4 reality that there were some wst implications. What could 
5 the A r  Force really afford? Was there - and this is, I'm 
6 sure, what the Secreta of the Air Force had to come to 
7 grips with bcfore she ma '2' c her recommendation. Knowing what 
8 was budged.  knowing what the Air Po- had excess capacity, 
9 was there another way? And that's the question that she 

10 asked. 
11 This was the latter part of Janyary. This was when 
12 the Air Force essentrally put our enbe  package - that IS, 
13 the base closure executive group put our entire packa e - 
14 before the secreta . At that int in time, she askedgus - 
15 the Air .Force BC& - to looEf there are other 
16 alternatrves. And that's when we turned to looking to see if 
17 there was something else, somethin that was less expensive 
I8 than the closure of one or two de 89 
19 COMMISSIONER MONT&A: So it was, if I can 
20 araphrase, near-term, budget-driven, wstdriven. Those 
21 &r e numbers is really what spooked you, when you got to 
22 l o o k g  at Utose big numbers. 
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I with the nuclear shipyards and some of the other laces, of 
2 the kuds of costs that the facilities engineem wo$d have 
3 expected to see being inordinately 
4 I h o w  that's not a very o&TE,"&, but on the 
5 environmental piece I just t h d  we st1U have work to do. 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: But you apparently accepted 
7 that risk, given your base closure decision - that it had to 
8 be dealt wth. 
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1 GENERAL BLUME: It certainly did, and the fact 
2 that, if ou took on~essentiall one depot, and certainly if 
3 ou tool on two - d ou tad; on one d t, then, wte 
1 r rankly, the Air Force, k m  what we had b u T d ,  wouqd not 
5 be able to do any other of the actions that were recommended. 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you very much, an( 
7 thank you, Mr. Nemfakos, for your answers. Good to see ou. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Rogles 

9 9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: General Klugh, so nice to see 

16 
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I from service to service from DOD to services, the miKtary- 
2 value rankmgs arf: really a function of many factors: 
3 judgement, experience, ~ p n t y ,  leadership, et cetera. And 
4 we re often using these mhta~-value r a n k ~ ~ ~ g s  as a cardinal 
s measure, when in fact they ly are an ordinal measure,. 
6 because, $though you try .tq be objective about the criterion 
7 that goes mto doln the ml~tary ranlung - 
8 objective as possibfe and try to be as quanti~ti"vz%kas 
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I analysts rovide that. 
2 G&ERAL KLUGH: Yes, sir. We actually did do 
3 actually as you suggested. In our data analysis team we had 
4 two experts in o rations re+earch systems analysis.. They 
s developed a data% by whch to be able to be flex~ble lo 
6 respondmg to the options that we laid out. And I would be 
7 happy to provide you the spreadsheet of the database. 
8 We went beyond the six runs that I mentioned. We 
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I had to be considered. 
2 We pn a model - line+ program podel - to, 
3 without mlitary value and w~thout functional value, reduce 
4 sites. We came up with a set of depots. 
5 We than ran the model with maximizing functional 
6 value, and we came u with. a number of depots. 
7 We ran the mak agam wth mwrmnn military 
8 value, and we came u wth  a number of de k 
9 We came up wig the same number o g p b t s  for 

10 closure, which means that the redominant thin +t was 
I 1  dnvmg the closure was cap8cl&. Although appfylng mlltary 
12 value - and the services' ranking of military value was 
13 rather subjective, and, by the nature, as you ex lained, I 
14 think that s quite appropriate. But we were abL to apply a 
15 quantifiable number to the linear-program model. 
16 Is it the best that we can do, or is there ropm for 
17 improvement? I would sp est, yes, sir, there 1s. 
18 Mil~tary value did mfkence the results and we 
19 kept .military value iq focus, .s the military de iytyents 
20 prov~ded to.us but d ~ d  .the rml~~tary value - I %olr 1s your 
21 question -- lnduence th~s  suffic~ently, given what you just 
22 said? And I would say, "Probably not. 
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9 just some things that just aren't quantifiable and are 9 looked at all depots equally. We looked at a number of 
l o  judgement. lo  depots that do not show up on the alternatives that we 

11 provided to the military department. I'd be happy to provide 
all that data to ou. 

13 COMMI&IONER ROBLES: Thank ou, sir 
NOW, cascading that down to the ~ i r  force, you got 

the rankings, and it was a good baseline to see the various 
options that were available. And it was in-tqe Air F o e  

17 analysls that the u front costs were the dnvlng force. ~t 
appears, for not cPsing versus downsizing. 

General Blume,.could ou elaborate a little bit on 
20 tbe u -front costs agam? W&t went into it? If ou had 

-one%ack nqy, since ou did some revisions - fuve there 
h e n  any revrsrons to &e up-front cost? 
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1 Again, I'm trying to frod - having done some o? 
2 these analyses m prevlous hves, I never dld find the 
3 downsizin alternative to maximize anything. But maybe, 
4 because ofthe special nature of your depots and the high up- 
5 front costs when you have to move things around or replicate 
6 them or whatever, there's sometping here that I'm missing. 
7 So could ou elaborate a little blt on that? 
8 GE~ERAL BLUME: Well, let me w e  a c+plp of 
9 ccamments. One, we were trylng to, essentially, m m z e  

l o  cost, in a certain fashion, while ~ccomplishing the intent of 
I I what was - and, d l y ,  that's to a great extent trying to 
12 reduce the excess capac~ty, at the same time mbimhng cost. 
13 And let me also comment, first, on *e f ~ t  that 
14 the Air Force recommendat~on was not subptlve. It was nol 
15 subjective at all. The Air Force did not coyider glitary 
16 value as ust the first four. The kbr Force, m its 
n depots, rooked at all eight DOD criteria. Cast is certainly 
18 one, and it was a very im rtant one when we came down - the 
19 secretary mads the finfdecision. 
20 But we looked at all of those eight values for all 
21 five of the depots, o! +e installations and those are the 
22 thlngs - all e~ght cntena were what drove those part~cular 
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2 A follow-on to that question: This 1s -- I don't 
3 need you to answer this question ri ht now, but to provide it 
4 for the record. If I remember m ~ R S A  days, when you ran 
5 your objective function, you s a i b o u  ran it several 
6 different wa s, t(, minimze, max!mize, et-cetera. There also 
7 is a senes o?'subject-to or const-t equahons. 1.d be 
8 interested, if you would rovide us what those constraint 
9 equat~ons were, beenuse !hat also frames the issue very 

lo neatly and tells ou exact1 what the real issues are. 
I I And I'd dso like to ymk at -- if ou would 
12 provide us what the slack is - the sla& in the 
13 algorithms - to see where that slack u and co 
14 against that ranking chart. B-use I - hnving~o"$~ 
15 l~ttle bit about lin- programming, there are a lot -- it's 
16 agam llke everybg.else. There s assum tions that go into 
17 it, and. if the assumpt~ons are well-found3 then.the 
18 analys~s comes out well-founded. If the assumptions are 
19 questionable, $en the analysis comes out quest~onable. 
20 But obviously, your F, they correlated very 
21 highly, because ou d ~ d  ~t vanous ways. 
22 But I wourd like it, if you would have your 

- 
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1 iaatqllations into what you term, or what the joint cross- 
2 Frvlce group fl:rmed, was ml~tary value, whch was an 
3 mstallat~on tienng of those five bases. 
4 That information was used by them then, in the 
5 linlar programming model that General Ifiugh was talking 
6 about. 
7 The costs were COBRA costs, and those were 
8 developed for each one of those instaliations, using the 
9 staildard COBRA model sir. 

10 Now, help me with trying to enlighten you, if you 
1 1  would. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well there are several 
13 conymx~ts: enormous u front mst to dose a depot, so you 
14 wen to the alternative of gownsizing, and that ave you 
15 better economics. I'm just trying to understan$ because the 
16 last time I looked at those numbers there were some numbers 
17 there - like the number of civilian personnel transferred, 
18 et cetera -- that just were counterintuitive. And I'd like 
19 to aw, -- 
20 GENERAL BLUME: Well, I've got - if you would, 
21 I've pot Mr. John Beach here with me today, and John has done 
22 some -- he has done some discussions w~th the Commission 
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1 ?I that they look@ to downsizing, versus trying to close that 
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staff. He has addressed some of the questions, and maybe at 

: this time it mi ht be appro xiate for h m  to sort of give aa 
- -xphmtio~ ~ k w h ~ . ~  mucg difference between the Air Force 

posa), m downsizmg, versus the other pro sals of 
If ou would a m  t that then I wou: let hrm - ~ C O M L I S S I O N E R  R ~ B L E ~ :  I don't want to tie up th 

- hearm to do that, but maybe we can do that later on, maybee 
r after t%e hearin 

GENERA&'BLUM~: Okay. Maybe I could ex lain it in 
1; just two elements. One is e a t  the k r  F o m  has &en,. for 

som time, trying to downsize and reduce its ca acity m its 
:: depots, and has quite suece~sfully done a reat $4 of that. 
1: Then 1s still more out there as we have &temmed. 

But besidas that one efement, those depots are only I r one entity on those installations and, as General Davis said 
I w in tfris cha+ that's still up right here, you can see the Air 
-- F o m  e h a t e s  only 7 rcent of those personnel, rsomel 
-I be& the big driver, as & as cost is concerned, an8e 

r e a h p  86 percent. 
IZ If you take Kelly to move Kelly, take the depot 
' Z  out, move the depot inhruc tu re  to the other depots, = that's one thing. But there's a lot more at Kelly, as you 
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well know, than just the d t - product center; $ere's the 

: Guard, the Reserve - y o u E o ~ ,  a lot of other h g s  that 
: exist on Kelly Air Force Base. 

I a That explains ea t  and I think, to some extent 
I bexzmse of the magmtude of the problem - that IS, the 
r magnitude of the number of people on an Air Force - installation which has a depot - presents a significant and 
1 uniqoe problem. 
I And that's why the Air Force - one of the reasons 

mstallation. ' COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you ve much. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: CommusionerLel  
COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1-11 ust follow up OII 1 L' Gsocnl Robla' questions for this round andmove to the Naw 

Page 166 
1 certain1 . do not move. Man of them stay and elect to 
2 ret~re. &>me are -fed. A l%t of other personnel actions 
3 relative to that population. 
4 CO!dMISSIONER STEELE: So what number would YOU give 
5 for a viable assumption of the number of personnel that would 
6 move? Because that, again, drive the u front +wumption oi 
7 closmg costs because movmg mddividd-IS o b v m l y  very 
8 expensive could ou 've us a ballpark figure? 
9 GEI~ERAL  LUBE: I could, but I'm not sun how 

10 accurate -- I'd rather et back to you on the record. 
11 COMMISSIONE~~ STEELE: Okay. That would be fine. 
12 Secondly, infrastructure: same thing. The Air 
13 Force assumed - actuall perhaps you could tell me, because 
14 I forget tbe number. b a t  rcent of @iastruqtun would 
15 have to be physlcall movzor  reconst1tuted w h  depots, z 16 should a de t close. 
17 GEH~RAL BLUME: What percent of infrastructure 
18 would move? 
19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Right, the reason being - 
20 GENERAL BLUME: The infrastructure would not move. 
21 The infras~*ructure would - now, there would be movements 
22 within the i~lfrastructure on a base. Those would not be BRAC 
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1 moves. Those, as General Klu h was referring to a while ago, 
2 may be like re ngineering. If you had, you h o w ,  one 
3 production group in a budding and you wuld move that 
4 production group to another building, leavin that building 
5 complete1 unoccupied,. and then takmg that %uilding down, 
6 either mo&bal$ng.~t, pickling it, wha$ver you call it, or 
7 maybe destroym it, to reduce excess mfrastructure, there 
8 would be some 0% the things in.the buildings - that is, the 
9 eaui~ment and so forth - certadv. that would move. 

!t in my second G e n e  Shane, I you're goiig to 
:' get off the hook, as I redicted .to you th~s.morxung. If's 
:I nice sxmg you. IW &1 you wsh all heamga were tlus 
L' 
3 w- Upfront casts - if we could dig into that subjst 

a litde b ~ t  more some of the assumptions that went mto the = numbers. ~ i r s t i ~ ,  if 7 percent of the personnel - only 7 

1 0  ' COMkIIISSIONER STEELE: %at's what I'm getting at. 
I 11 I believe the assumption was fairly high -- the number, what, 
12 85 percent? 
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Chart 5. 
14 COMhlISSIONER STEELE: C h e  5, someone is telling 
15 me. 
16 Whatever percentage of the infrastructure - we'll 
17 find out m a secp~d he?; I don't recall the nurqber - would 
18 actually move, if there is so much excess capaclty at the 
19 different depots, why would.you need to replicate a function 
20 where the toolrng already exlsts somewhere else to do that 
21 mission. 
22 GENERAL BLUME: Well, you imply that a lathe is a 

I 1 
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pnnmt, - would be eliminated if there was a closure ofthe 
: d p a  I m wonderin one, where that number coma ban and 
i if we're assumin k t  -what is it, 86%"-t - of the 

-el would%avs to be relocated, ston+ly, how many 
i mdinduals do relocate when you close installations? That 
T seem extreme1 high, co ared to past data that I've seen. 

GENE& BLuME:%~~ number coma from your staff, 
1 and 1 would - you know, maybe Mr. Beach could answer that, 

but r m  sorry. I'll have to take it for the record. If you 
11 prefer, he can do it afterwards. 
7 - COMMISSIONER STEELE: Well, if it can be addressed, 
:: it might be helpful if we could address it now. If you'd 
E r a w  report back to us later, that's fine wth me. 
1. Whxhever you would prefer. 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: It's our understanding that 
Ir nu* mms from your COBRA run. It's what I've been 
I- mformed. 
~f GENERAL, BLUME: Well, one yore mmment that may 

have a httle li ht on it 1s that even wth the - you know, r -filrinly the f&ot rtion of a large installation l*e - onl some o&ose ple move. Tho~.yhlch are 
a d w i t h  the core. K o t  of the other c~vll~ans, 
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I lathe is a lathe. Iq many cases, that's not true. You have 
2 some very expensive and sfxxal equipment, in some cases, t( 
3 work on airwaft parts, an in many cases, rather than to - 
4 certainly to sther divest yourself of that equipment, you - 
5 certainly it would be cost-effective tq move it to the new 
6 locat~on. Those of thm s c e w y  should be moved. 
7 COMMISS%?ER S ~ L E :  The Air Force, I gather, 
8 plugged into the  COBRA number a flat assumption of what would 
9 move. Why didn't you look at the individ* ALCs to see what 

10 actually woulti have to move? Because it vanes greatly 
11 between the AI.Cs. 
12 GENERAL BLUME: We did do that, and it has been 
13 done, essentially, in the site surveys and the consolidation 
14 work that has been on oing and that we di~ussed with your 
15 staff last weekend. d a t  % uipment - special ui ment and 
16 thin s like that -- are identl ed, and the plrcesxafit 
17 woufd go - the thin s on a base, or in a depot, that would 
18 be moved fmnl one %uilding to another. And those building 
19 numbers, also liave been su lied, so that you would have an 
20 idea, then o#, 1s the Air Zrce @ly downsrzmg .and moving 
21 and eom!idatlng these dungs, or 1s it some mystical 
22 process. 
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1 No, we certainly a ree, and we think that the plan a 1 five de ts, if I'm understanding - 
2 now is much more spec1 c than the one that we were able to 2 8 M y I S S I O ~ E R  STeELE: No, I don't mean functions, 
3 give you before, because we've been out and we've walked the 3 depot functions. 
4 walk. 4 GENERAL BLUME: Okay. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: That begs the question. Why, 5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I mean wings, whether it's 
6 sir -- if you could help me on the roc- here, why would 85 6 fighters bombers, whatever - different - 
7 percent of the Air Force's recommen%tion change between when 7 G ~ N E ~  BLUME: Different activities on an 
8 your report came to us and the meetings you've had with BRAC 8 installation - 1s that what ou're referring to? 
9 staff that I haven't been nv to detiuls of yet? 9 COMMISSIONER s ~ E L E :  What are there. F-15s or 16. 

10 GENERAL B L u M ~  dll. I don't know where. you get 10 ~8 Robins? There*s AWACS at Tinker. There's (2-55 at Kelly. 
11 the 85 rcent. There are - 1 1  GENERAL BLUME: Oka . They've got - yes. 
12 $MMISSIONER STEELE: Looking at the functions and 12 COMMISSIONER S T E E ~ :  The costs mux~ated with 
13 where the would relocate. 13 moving those missions, should an ALC close, should the Air 
14 GE~ERAL BLUME: There are four of the original 14 Force want to then relocate those missions close to an ALC, 
15 functions where we had wnsolidations that have changed. One 15 nf the chose to do so, or the efficiencies now of being at 
16 of those hss changed because it's called latin and we.- 16 (hat zcility - I obviously am not explainin tbis very 
17 quite f-y, 1 tiunk we nyde an error &ere, fkause, d I7 well. If an bcdy wants to help me out, feef free. 
18 ou're omg to do cornposltes and plastics at McClellan Air 18 GENdkAL BLUME: You mean like moving 111s to Robins 
19 gorce #ase - and that's going to be your center - there is I9 Air Force Base, as a base, and it would also be the ALC, and 
20 chemical milling that nee+. to be done there, and I think we 20 FQ you'd have a win of 141s at Warner.-Robins, and the 
21 overlooked that m our on@ eshmate. 21 actlvlties woyld also$ gomq - the loeshc acbvltles 
22 But that is really the only essential change in 22 aissoc~ated wth the 141s wou d be going on there, too? Was 
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1 that entire - the number - if you d l ,  we had our B ~ C  
2 submission; we went out and did our site surveys, as best we 
3 could; and we've come back to ou, and we say, "There is no 
4 chan e except for that pne, tharwe yould e,ssentialle th ik  
5 woul% be a refinement. We also sa~d  to our staff, There 
6 are a total of fpur,. in~luding that one, ~ h a ~ ~ r o b a b l ~  could 
7 be more effective ~f you would decide to look at it. 
8 But that is the only reason that we would ropose a B 9 chan e: because it would be more cost-effective an probably 

10 do a%etter *ob, if you would take a look at those. And we 
1 1  would be glad to he1 you with that. 
12 CoMMIssloNBR STEELE: one  k t  quick question on 
13 the up-front costs, and then a follow-u question regardin P 14 measuring capacity. T h i 3  p e y n t  o the qveral! piing of 
15 the bases rn quest~on was e ablll to recelve rmsslons, 
16 the diffe~ent types of missions, at % percent each. Why was 
17 there - ~t appears there was not a measurement of current 
18 collocated mssions and how the closure of a depot, an ALC, 
19 or a base would affect the costs veryu efficjencles of 
20 collpcated missions at the different qstallatlons. That, 
21 obvlousl dnves u -front costs, agam. 
22 G I ~ E R A L  &UME: 1t -- 
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I there some cost associated with that? 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Why don't I try to readdress 
3 it at a later int. 
4 G E N ~ W  BLUME: I*ve got a good expert here that 
5 might be able - 
6 COhfMISSIONEJt CORNELLA: Why don't we nave that ooe 
7 for the second round. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Actually, I don't think I 
9 want to try that one again. I think that horse is really 

10 d d .  

12 l 1  BLUME: ~ ' r n  so msa. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORN ELL AX^^ we'll do is - thank 
14 you, Comqissiqner Steele. And we'll move into the second 
15 round at ttus pomt. We will run slightly past 12.. I be 
16 your mdulgence on that, but there are some questrons t%at we 
17 wc~uld like to have answered. 
18 If I could have chart 1, please. 
19 To achieve minimyn excess capacity, it's the 
20 reixommendat~on of the joint cross-service group that two Air 
21 Folrce de ts be closed. Is that not correct, Mr. Klugh? 
22 G ~ E R A L  KLUGH: One alternative suggested two 
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1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: The synergy - 
2 GENERAL BLUME: Yeah. I'm trying to get the 
3 question but I'm havin difficul 
4 C ~ M M I S S I O N E ~ ~  STEEL% I epn restate it. 
5 GENERAL BLUME: T 
6 COMMISSIONER STeELl?'&!?%uur depot. Missions 
7 that a~located.at Robins, Tinker  elf^ currently - when 
8 you vlslt those mstallations, hear that those 
9 missions are there largely because of the synergy of being 

10 there wi.th .the ALC and $e cost-effectiveness and how it 
1 1  helps rmss~ons and operations - all that stuff. Why, when 
12 you looked at measuring and tiering the depots, was there not 
13 a measurement of the ~ s s i o n s  that are currently collocated 
14 on those bases? Why dld you only look at the ablllty to 
15 receive different o rational misaons? 
16 GENERAL EUME: 1'11 have to take it for the 
17 record. I don't recall -- I'm trying to remember - our 
I8 anal sis, and I'd have to dig into my notes here to try and 
19 go Lough ibe percenta es. 
20 But let me sa , w%en we came back - and tbis is on 
21 the same line. ~olrocated missions, such as, let's sa 
22 sheet metal, sheet metal being accomplished at all o?6s 
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I depots, and one alternative we gave them suggested one depot. 
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Could you read the names of 
3 the two de ts, please? 
4 GENPRAL KLUGH: Yes. sir. Alternative 1 su ested 
s Sm Aqtonio, as a depot, and alternative 2 sugges&f~an 
6 An~uuo and Sacramento far further adysls. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General Blume, if the Air 
8 Force was faced with the closure of two depots, would those 
9 be Ibe two de ts? 

10 GENE& BLUME: The Air Force.'s position 
11 certainly, as you know, i s  well stated. .However, the kir 
12 Force analysls was consistent wth the jomt cross-service 
13 group. 
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. 
IS  Chart 5, lease. 
16 General l!lume, Secretary Widnall testified that a 
17 depot closure is prohbitivel expensive. We are interested 
18 in understanding the relativJy hgh cost that ou estimated 
19 for {be closure of an Air Force depot. m s  cHart, c h ~  5, 
20 shows that the Air Force calculates a stead state savlngs 
21 from closm Kelly h r  Force Base, with a g ~  population 01 
22 19, I M, to k just over half the cost of the closure of the 
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: Long Beach Naval Ship ?rd, with a b a r  populatipn of 3,89f. 

The reason for t&s 1s that the Navy sst~mates that 
mg the Lon Beach Naval Slj  yard will ~ l t  in the 

ation of $I percent of the jogs at the s h  yard, wble 
-.Force qimates tha! the closure of  el& Air Force 
j Base 4 result m the elimmation of only 7 percent of the 
o h  and that 16,415 of.the jobs will be reall ed. to other ; Lses, m l t m g  m movmg costs alope of $l8rmllion. 

Why does the closure of an Ir Force depot result 
11 in the e m a t i o n  of such a low rcentage of jobs at .the 
: depot part~cularl wmpared to & closure of mdustnal 

2 facililes in the o&er services? 
3 GENERAL BLUME: In some ways I think, I may have 
4 a m y  touched on h s  m e r ,  slr, and that was the fact of 
3 the makeup of.the.Air Force installafion, because the Air 
s Force installation 1s a lot more than just the depot. 

If you would, as far as the - would you 
-9 consider - I wuld defer to Mr. Beach, who may be able to 

' 9 address this in more detail, with our approval, sir. 
'3 COM~ISSIONER C O R N E ~ ~ :  I would like to move on, if 
':I y w  don't mmd. And I would llke that for the record. I 
2 would hke the answer of Mr. Beach for the record. 
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GENERAL BLUME: All right. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELU: General Blumc, assumptions 

drive closin costs and +vings calculatiom. I understand 
4 that atmost & of the savmgs m the de t downslmg optlon 
i come fmm a 15 -nt re ngineerin %tor, which assumes 

1 r pasomel savings of appronmately f5 pnccnt based on 
1 lmrreased effi?+cy in d depot operations as a result 
I 3 of the downs~m Ian. Is that accurate, sir? 

2 G E N E ~ ~ L U M E :  Yes, sir, that is accurate. 
11 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: U ' s  focus on three key - mptions that the Air Force made in determining the cost 

ose one of your depots: first, that only 7 percent of 
r s o ~ e l  positions would be eliqinated; second, that the 

would take six years; apd, thlrd, that no personnel 
3 emgs would be achieved unt? year 6. Chanpg  these 1 :6 w h o m  can have a dramatlc effect on the projected 

1:- sam s 
1.3 %us  chart - chart 6, lease - uses the Air FOFC 
-9 COBRA and chan a a few o?these assumptions. I'll give you 
13 a moment to shdY the chart. ,-' 
I -A General Blume, if ou assume the same increased 
2 efficiency h m  a depot c L r e  and calculated a 15 percent, 

I 

I - 
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facilities cload? 
MR. NEMFAKOS: The 're in various stages of 

closure, Mr. Chairman. 1 wo& sa that, by the end of the 
following fiscal year, all activ~ty will be over at those 
three de ts and the work load will be wmpletely moved. 
What it Ere nuw i. the residual. as we move work load fmm 
depot to depot, both in-house, in the Department of the Navy, 
but also to Department of the Arm activities. 

COMMI!,SIONER ComELLX: It was ro'ected that there 
would be annual ~ u r r i n g  savings of over 63b  million. Do 
you expect to attam those savm sv 

MR. NEMFAKOS: Mr. b, % I indicated to 
Commissioner Monto a, the best we have n ht now are the 
budgetary estimates of savingsl because we %avm9t realized 
full return costs. But what we re seeing is that we're goin 
to come very close to those estimates that we made in the 5 3  
m d  of base (:losure. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Nemfakos, the joint 
cross-service group offered an alternative, to close @e 
Jacksonville aviatlon depot. Did the Navy assess ttus 
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1 service gmu , General Klugh do any kind of indepenknt 
2 analysis of $e Air Force's cakculation on the cost to close 
3 one of its (depots? And, if so, do you conclude that their 
4 assumptions about positions eliminated and the time to ca 
5 out *e closure were appmpriate, even though they d i f f e z  
6 sqpficantlv from the est~mates of the other services? 
7 G E N ~ R A L  KLUGH: Mr. Chairman, we received the Air 
8 Force data some time after the 10th of February. There was 
9 not sufficitmt time to analyze that data, rquiring 

10 additional data calls, so we did not as a jomt cross- 
I I  service group, analyze that data. f i a t  was too close to the 
12 submsslon . 
13 And so we rely on the Air Force recommendations. 
14 ~t just wasn't sufficient time.. 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: And I apologize. I think 
16 you had answered that question earlier. 
17 General Shane, please explain the Army's 
18 assum ions which drive the number of  positions which will be 
19 mov$ versus those reali ed. 
20  EN ERAL SHANJ? I think the first assumption that 
21 the Army nlade was the fact that ma'or savings wme from 
22 personnel eliminations.  he ssoodassumPtlon comes in 

- 
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1 reduction of infrastructure, which basically says that, when 
2 you look at repair and maintenance and base o rating 
3 costs - we looked at a p p r o q U y  30 percengf savmgs. 
4 And there's some other savmgs that you need to look at. 
5 So that's becally what we  we^ looking at. We 
6 were looking at ather closure or r e a h p g  the depots. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General Klugh, have you had 
8 time since to analyze those numbers that we were talking 
9 about earlier - since the - 

10 GENEltAL KLUGH: S of the Air Force numbers? 
11 COMMISSIONER C d $ $ % A  : Ri ht. 
12 GENERAL KLUGH: No, sir, we di% not. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You have not made any 
14 attempt to anal ze that? 
15 GENERA KLUGH: We did not. The process was, 
16 moving from about the middle of February, to provide the 
17 information to the departments' BRAC office and provide that 
1% data on to the Commission. So we did not really analyze tha 
19 data. 
20 C0MMI:SSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Nemfakos, in 1993, the 
21 Navy recomnqended closure of three of the SIX naval aviation 
22 depots. When do you expect to have each of the three 
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I : instead of a 7 pemmt,psrsomel savin s, the onetime 
I : closure wst would be 72 instead of 582 million dollars, and 1 3 the annual steady-state savings would be 154 million, versus 

J the 76 million. 
, !  Change the ~ r s o m e l  savin s to 25 percent - 

r significantly less an what the d v y  calculates from the 
Long Beach Naval Shi yard and less than half of what the Army 

I calculam horn the c f o m  of the Red fiver Depot - and 
3 p e  the closure over four .the annual savings from 

:.I c l m g  the depot nse to ~ 2 h  nuh~on, and the net present 
: r value rises to more than 2.7 billion. 
-1 What is your reactlon to that analysis, sir? And I 

know you haven't had a lot of time. 
: J GENERAL BLUME: I certainly don't disagree with the 
3 @sis, but what I would say is the Air Force, I think, 
:5 took a very learned - they used experts m this field to 
:- develop those percentages and the years to close that the Air 
:j Force used. Are those - you know, they certainly don't 
-1 AAve the best numbers, from one rspective. Are they the . + numbers? As far as the Air E r c e  is concerned, we feel 

used the a ro riate numbers, sir. 
MMISSI~EPEI! CORNELLA: Did your joint cross- 

alternative? 
MR. NEIMFAKOS: Yes, sir, we did. We tried, 
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1 wherever we felt there was a meaningful technique, to anal ze 
2 aIl the joiqt group alternatives that they recommendedYto us, 
3 to look at it. 
4 We did look at Jacksonvil!e. Very fqmlcly, when 
5 one considered the costs of movmg the vanous work load 
6 there to several different activities and, secondly, the 
7 prpblems +at we would have at a p j o ?  fleet concentration 
8 wlthout a si ficant de t capabhty, either a s h  yard or 
9 an aviation gpot, and gen compounded it with lbe ability 
10 that we had to move someihing between 250 and half a million 
1 1  direct labor-hours of work out of the technical centers into 
12 the aviation depot in Jacksonville; and, in addition, in 
13 looking !t our operational activities create in the Mayport- 
14 Jacksonville area a concentrauon o f  aIl of our ASW aucraft 
15 tygs,s, was our view that JacLsonvilIe needed to be 
16 re 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: If J?ckso~viUe was closed, 
18 where would the Navy be able to get their engme work done, 
19 or would the be able to? 
20 MR. NJMPAKos: Well the Navy cumntIy sir, has a 
21 lot of its en e work k ipg  done at Air Force depots. We 
22 have, 1 &in the avrahon world - I don't know the 

Pa e 182 ' I exact numbers, but I think right now the Department of the 
1 2 Navy has almost 25 percent of its aviation depot work done at 
1 3 non-Navy activities. So we would do that. 
4 AS you know, for ex le, +e TACWO aircraft are 
5 not only completely su a a t  T d e r  k r  Force Base but 
6 are operatiody &Ere. So we would end u movin 
7 work to a variety of different activities. our probyem woufd 
8 be that we would completely deprive a fleet concentration of 
9 a much-needed depot ca ility, and we would have to find an 
lo alternative home for 8 a l m o s t  onethird of the work load in 
1 1 that depot which is direct fleet su port of the carrier 
12 battle rou s o ratm on the ~tr)antic side. 
13 EO~'MI!EIONBR CORNELLA: Thank you. 
14 We'll roceed to Chainnan Dixon. 
15 COM$ISSIONER DMOF: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
16 May I have chart 5 a am? 
17 General Blume f n d y ,  staff has considerable 
la trouble with the numbers suggested by the Air Force in 
19 connection with job eliminatioq. In all caqdor,. we.find it 
20 difficult to fi . re out how the &r Force's situation is so 
21 dramatically gfferent from the Navy and the Army, m what 
22 has been suggested on that chart. 
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1 but then somethin like - around sevenpr so for the depot. 
2 COMMISSI~NER DIXON: But if I confine it just to 
3 depot, General, because we'd like to get simplistic about 
4 h s ,  are you stdl suggestin that your fi  are as far 
5 off the mark as those other % y e s ,  w h c K s e ,  you h o w ,  
6 considerable uestions for 9. 
7 Where %e other services are suggesting anywhere 
8 from the middle 40s to the low 608 in job losses, you're 
9 su gestmg 7 percent. It's hard for us to accept that, 
10 dep you can show us something particular1 unique! and 

~al. And we need to ask ou to do that &cause we're ii %%tosayour &en to your simp, and we don't 
13 come back with gf:fEp& we have that. 
14 Are we missin .something? You need to tell us if 
15 we'remssm some t%,n 
16  GENE^ B L ~ E :  Well, we'll be glad to get with 
17 your peo le, certain1 and clarify this. 
18 CORMISSIONJ~ k % N :  But you understand, if I may 
19 ~ntermpt - please accept my apolog I don't mean to 
20 ~oterru t but when m friend the c L ,  suggests that 25 
21 FrcenP&yre may [have chart 6 now? 
22 Bear m mmd, General, the others are talking from 

Page 185 
1 43 percent, 44 percent to, I think, 63 
2 friend the chair says to you, 

mTalre 2pe'=nt., percent ,,,en you are mY way 

3 lower on our numbers. You see that. 
4 GERERAL BLUME: I certainly do 
5 COMMISSIONER DIXON: ~dmittedly' higher than your 7, 
6 Oeneral. 1 don't mean to qyrrel with that, but you're at a 
7 number somewhere in the rmdd1.e there. 
8 I want staff to correct me if I'm wrong in m 
9 understanding of this, be+- this commissioner &'t 

10 suggest any special erperhse, but I'm told the other 
11 servrces are saying to us two or three years to get the job 
12 done, and you re saying six. Appreciate the fact the re 
13 larger, but we're sayin if yo? take four and you d e  25 
14 ncen!, look at the dikrence 111 those numbers. YOU get a 
15 &matrc increase, a quantum leap, almost three and a half 
16 tilnes the numbers. 
17 So you see the problem. We're talkin about, you 
18 take a couple of basic numbers, and you d e  a fantastically 
19 different result. This is what troubles us, because we don't 
20 ur~clerstand it. 
21 GENERAL BLUME: I understand. One thing, though, 
22 hat doesn't change up there very much, and that's the cost. 

I 
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1 1  I've heard your testimon and I understand what 
2 ou're saying about other f a c ~ ~ ~  being resent where you 
3 &ve depots, and I qt that point, but, get&g back to ust 
4 h r  Force - Kell %r Force Base - on that chart, I $nlr 
5 you show 1 9 , d t h e r e  but there's at least 9,000 or so, I 
6 think, at the de t is there not? 
7 GENE& BLUME: I think there are 
8 COMMISSIONER DIXON: You can help me on that 
9 number. 
10 GENERA& BLUME: Well, thee's a notional that an 
1 1  ALC has somethmg m - I think somethmg - 
12 COMMISSIONER DMON: Well, lets take a figure of 
13 9,000 unless I'm terribl off the mark. 
14 ~ E N E R A L  KLU&: Mr. Chairman, we do have the 
15 information that you've asking for, the percenta e of people 
16 that M depot, and will be happy to provide it. But in that 
17 case, lt was about 7,000. 
18 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Seven thousand? 
19 GENERAL KLUGH: Yes sir. 
20 COMMISSIONER D I X O ~ :  Okay. 
21 GENERAL BLUME: It depends on the terminology, sir. 
22 It was like 9,000 for the ALC, which is significantly more, 
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1 The cost, sir, stays about the same, and it's that up-front 
2 cost that is, essentially, the problem. It's not hoy much 
3 you're projected to save. I mean, ce- ., that is ap 
4 important element, but the Air Force sdon, the k r  Force 
5 decision -- the DOD decision - ac& comes from that u p  
6 front cost. 
7 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Well, I t that, and I 
8 understand what you're saying, and I C O O E ~ ~  t. The cost! 
9 remam relatively stable, but you can look at the value, and 
10 rou j from a relatively - I'm almost hesitant to say 
1 1  ins, amount,' but as a man who spent 12 years in 
12 the s a . t e  1'11 take the change - and ou 'um to a pretty 
13 substantial amount on the numbers. l m d  at &e savmgs. 
14 It's a tenfold savin s. 
15 GENERAL BELIME: That*s right. But if ou consider 
16 the downsizin proposal, which was original& 183 and has 
17 since been - &e number .been - $183 mllion up-front ?st 
I 8 versus the sipficant savmgs there. I think the cpppansoL 
19 between these closure alternatives and the downsrzlpg 
20 proposal makes an awful lot of sense for the downnmg 
21 proposal, sir. 
22 COMMISSIONER DIXON: Well, I would greatly 
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I appreciate it if your folks wuld spend a little more time 
: wth our folks on that. Candidly, we're having a little I j trouble mnci l in  those numbers. NOW, 1 don't mean to 

- m l  with ou h u t  the nature of $. I don't quarrel 
ou at on the onehme wsts m the front. You 

I that, and we have no reason to argue with you 

GENERAL BLUME: We have discussed the downsizing 1 ! with your staff. These c l o s u ~  alprnativea, though - we 
i 71 need to et to ether to ex lam th~s  to them. 

C ~ M ~ S S I O ~ E R  SIXON: 1 greatly appreciate it, c bemxxse there is not, apparently, a satisfactory 
2 tmdastandm on our side of what ou're trylqg to tell us :. t h m  ~ n d  ?don't ma. to suggesrthat there. an #hmg 
Y the maw y ~ t h  the numbers, but you would agree ere 1s a 
!f dmnat~c difference m the numbers - a dramat~c one, you 
- -  see. 
:I GENERAL BLUME: And it would be even more dramatic 
tt ~f you went to 50 rcent and two years. 
a -- COMMISS~ER DMON: yes, sir. .-- 

, - GENERAL BLUME: Bein realrstic, though, sir - - COMMISSIONER DIXON: &u, I'm not even arguing the 
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- bestcase scenario. You understand that. I'm arguing a 

hkiy moderabase scenario. 
GENERAL BLUME: Yes. And let me tell you that, in 

I r my apericnce - and I was the center commander at Lowry, at 
I I a clonue base - two ears, or three years, as the 
i d- of a facility d e  - and I a lot of bi g i r l  - equipment that we had to move, also. I was o a Y  there for 
I two years, from the other BRAC round.. 

But let me tell ou, I would not l$te to be the 
1; commander of one orthese b ~ g  mtallatrons and try to move 

I - d jn a wst-effective manner in to four ears. I 
t r t w q u l d b e - ~ n d y , I ~ r t w o u l d % a n  

te d e t e r .  
& Force pro sal gives you a lot more 
and.slack, as as moving equi met, work load, 
fanlrty to the other. When you c!ownslze one of 

:- these installations, not on1 is it a big wst to pay, it's a 
:I big .mount of turmoil, as far as a large population of 
11 people, not only the crvllians that are there. but also the 
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1 Because you didn't - couldn't -.relocate wsts 
2 and couldln't relocate milita value, gven the tlme that you 
3 had, ou're now testifying &t those decisions were fine - 
4 and tiey h e .  I don't $at that way. ~ u t  you 
5 didn't seem to have the ability, gven that current process, 
6 to make a difference on cross:servicing. 
7 Ancl maybe the answer is, there shouldn't be cross- 
8 servicing,.but it's frustrating to me that this process has 
9 ended up m such a way that we really didn't make any more 
10 progress -- p fact, we seem to be gomg backwards - from 
1 I cross-servicmg m 1993. Maybe I m wrong, but maybe you 
12 could tell me where there are - maybe there are a couple of 
13 areas that you felt like you reall did make a difference, 
14 or - and I d also like to know irthere is one area, let's 
15 say, when? you felt like the work ou've done should have 
16 been given more authority by either Xe Department of Defense 
17 or the services. 
18 GEPIERAL KLUGH: Well, I would say to you, 
19 Comrmssroner Cox, $at sm* B Y C  '93, we have continued 
20 emphds on intermycing, r l a n g  u .on the criticism that 
21 we -wed at that trme an ye es&shed a pmwgg in the 
22 Department of Defense by whch to do that, through a 
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1 Department of Defense d t maintenance council. 
2 Since the effort br y p ,  we have achieved 
3 about 2.8 mllion direc labor ours as intersewicing. And 
4 I will rov~de a list of those, aqd tfie hours, for the 
5 record! ~ u t  some of the v 
6 the missile, that was d i m 3  m 'Ip 93hastodowithtanks, ficant work, other than 
7 has to do with heliwpters, has to do with various engines, 
8 even wre work. The F&A-18 was interservice to the Air 
9 Force - some of the.work on the F e - 1 8 .  

10 Of thrlt approxlrnatel 2.8 m h o n  hours that have 
11 been interserviced, the l d  mg depots right now are the 
12 Navy's at Cherry Point, Lztterkenn , Corpus Christi, Oklahoma 
13 City Air Logistics Center and &UI Antonio. At Corpus 
14 Christi we are able to fid it up to its ca acity. 
15 &e of the reaso~~ we wuldn't ad!hs closure, in 
16 our grou of Che Point was there wasn't sufficient 
17 ca acity ?& handlexe ro -wing aircraft and that became 
18 a &ow-sto per. But we in e ~ ! c e d  to 6 us Christi to 1 
19 the extent &at the current cmabrhtv would #ow. - - 

I? "LTixmISsIoNER DIXON: .Thank you, General. 

I = GENERAL BLUME: Yes, sir. 

tially ignored. - 

20 We alr:o were able to iwompfish somethjng else. - 
21 we were focused on savin dollars - and that 1s reducm the 
22 number of places that we %o things. We were able to A u c e  

I 
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COMM~SSIONER CORNELLA: I h a n k  you, Chairman Dixon. - Commissioner Cox? 
COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you: 
Mr. Klugh, I hope you'll forgive me if I express a 

5 little bit of frustration. In 1993, we had hoped to do some 
t cross-servicm some consolidation. That was not possible, - with *e possi%\e ercoption of Letterkemy, where we-at least 
I amfmhdated the mssr ea that  you'^ now mmmcpdmg @at 
r we e. And we put some part~cular language m the brll 

I( that m%- in the report that sud - we wanted to have 
I 1 aosTaorvicing formall studied by the Department of 
c Def- the next tune u o u n l  and that's the pmwss that you 
12 all have been through. 
I Now I guess what I'm hearin - and I think it may 
L' b r pmcess problem, and I guess 1'm?ooking for some advice 
Ir on a future cross-servicing study, if that's where we go - 
1- IS W, for a variety of reasons, artially because you 
IS didn*t get the data until too late & look at it, 
:r lpmt a lor of time and a lot of effort and nucZY2nber of 
X proposals, some of them in the alternative, which went out to 

services. Looking at the first chart, they were 
22 should have btxn given more weight? 

- 
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1 the number of places to one within the military departmen? 
2 easier than we were across the services because, as ou pomt 
3 out, we didn't get to that stage in the - near the d o f  
4 our process. 
s In the Army we reduced to 28 places - 28 things - 
6 done at one lace; in the Force, seven; and iq the Navy, 
7 rune - a d 3 4 .  That's a n ficant effort, and rt 
8 relates to intersewicing, in a ~ t  reduce the number of 
9 locations where you have to maintain people and skills to 
10 actual1 do work. 
I I C!OMMISSIONER COX: bt of - I y e s s  ma 
12 you're saying -- and I certainl don't disagree - &:!% 
13 of it has been done outside the B& pmocu, which is good. 
14 GENEPAL KLUGH: That's correct. 
I5 COMMISSIONER COX: But I guess what I'm looking at: 
16 when we had that first chart u there that showed our 
17 various recommendations or a?ternatives, v e m  d e  DOD 
18 recommendation, within this rocess essentially none of 
19 (hose recommendations were Len. b e  - let me just leave 
20 it at that. 
21 Is there lone of those recommendations that vou feel 

I I 
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1 GENERAL. KLUGH: In addition to just the depot 
2 activity for a reah ent, a closure, don with that were 
3 recommendation o%terservicin or transferring work. We 
4 really did not et to issuing the fhnat ive  variance during 
5 the month of k u a r y  - December and January - as we had 
6 hoped. 
7 Is there an opportunity tpep for intersemicing? 
8 Yes, there is, h u s e  there st111 is excess capacity m each 
9 one of the mktary departments. That depends, however, on 
10 the commodity. 
1 1  Now, we do have the best data, and we know where 
12 the work is now, and we know what the.capabilities are, ip 
13 terms of ca ac~ty, so the process of contmum on after h s  
I4 BRAC to $ interse~icing. is in place, t h u g %  the Defense 
15 Depot Mamtenance Counctl. 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: Assumin there is a new statute, 
17 would you, for the record, recomments r0ce.s~ that would 
18 allow you the data earlier m the process, & p ~ o o k  at some 
19 of the stuff once ou've made recommendahon to the service 
20 and it's been d d  with b the services? 
21 GENERAL KLUGB: ~ h e n ~ s  no uestioq that, for the 
22 process to work better, there should n 2 t o  be time where 

Pa el96 
I specifically Letterkenny - and that recommendation. fi you 
2 look at that - and we talked to them - there's two things 
3 that came out clear on that. One, there was wncern - and I 
4 want to ensure you that the Army had that concern, likewise, 
5 with regards to the '93 wmrmssion's finding and 
6 recommendation - and, two there were varying o iniona with 

, 7 regards to whether we did or did not.support &at 
8 recommendation from the '93 wmrmsslon. 

1 9  What the wncept calls - first, let me say that 
I 10 it's not an issue of ammunition stora e. It's really an 
11 issue with re ards to trausfer of wort load, with regards to 
12 ~eleetronics. %us debate is goin on now, ing to figure 
13 out exactjy what the degree of t%at is, but w% you really 
14 get here is the fact that, still, the central~zed wncept 
15 thith regards to the tact~cal missiles - is the fact that it 
I6 :itill goes to-Letterke~y. 
17 The difference is the fact that we disassemble it 
18 now. We'll. get that in various parts, so w h t  we've planned 
19 to do is to s ly reduce the work load that is currently 
20 bein done at'"Yktterkenny and just ship it down the road a 
21 T o b y L a ,  who is really the qxperts and hss the ui ment 
22 nod the facilitia and the enpac~ty to .ceommodate%aPwork 
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I the interaction -- the process was an iterative process 
2 between the OSD 'oint cross-service roup.*t had .service 
3 representation anbthe vanous ~ ~ ~ 2 a f t l v l t l =  wltlm the 
4 mlitary departments. We did not have time for that process 
5 to be exercised fully at the tail end of our process. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Ri ht. I'm sorry. I had some 
7 other uestions for tho record. If1 could 'us( submit them. 
8 ?!OMMISSIONER CORNELLA: dm. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Davis? 
1 1  COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
12 in tbe interest of time, ~ ' d  ask, denera1 ~lume,  
13 wuld ou help us understaqd better - go back tp the staff 
14 and d them to submit - ive us the core function of each 
15 depot - you know, depot % depot? In words, electronic 
16 warfare rurcraft en 
17 GBNERAL BEME: We can do that 
18 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: +d then probably the quickest 
19 way -- and also the arcraft, gettm to Comrmssloner 
20 Steele's uestion.- the +raft thaf are associated with 
21 those ~ - ? 6 s  at Hill - rovide us the - 
22 GENERAL B L ~ M E :  I understand. 
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1 b d .  
2 When I looked at that, I felt like that was still 
3 keeping in the spirit of the '93 wmmission so we're just 
4 disassembling and sending it down the road. I see no change 
5 to that as we pursue that. 
6 h e  .thing that drive the Army, with re ards to that 
7 conce t, slr, was the fact that, when you loo& at it with 
8 n F d  a was to save money for the Amy.  it mvided - and 
9 it s laid out here in the chart - + substanti3 savings 
10 withemor costs. And we felt hke - and I got vary'ing 
11 oprrqons from the legal peo le with regar@ p were we will 
12 u)nsistent wth the mtent o +e '93 coqnussion. 
13 

P 
So. that's what we're kmd of loolang at. 

14 With regards to did we look at the work ackages 
I5 that we got from the other ~ervicea with regar$ to -ling 
16 that out, the answer to that a, and it \ ~ s  a twokld 
17 answer. h e  is, we felt   re irwas not - dyou sent the 
18 tactical missile guiding systems to another service, like 
19 Ogden or Barstow or wherever, you were then dehitel not in 
20 support qf !he '93 wmmission, becay that is tru6 
21 decentraliung, back to where we were m '91. 
22 The second is the fact that, when we looked at 
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1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: General Shane, you've had it 
2 far too easy. It's your turn now. And I'd like to go back 
3 to this - I really need qu 9 help me understapd. I asked 
4 General Yygh a b u t  deIr lnitial rewmmendat~on of 
5 decentralizm tactical mamtenance, and then, of course, 
6 approve the &my plan to centralize it. I'm not sure how 
7 sending the tractors one place, the disassembly to another, 
8 and the avi0ru.s mainten- !s centralization, although it's 
9 robably w i h  a 300-mile dnve, given where they're 
10 Pocated. 
1 1  In your goin to a centralization concept did 
12 you -- can you ex fain that to me? And then 6 e  last art of 
I3 ea t  question wo$d be, did you 1-k tit no other fchties, 
14 llkeput!mg it d l  at h s t q n ,  u t h g  it-at. 33 arstow, or. 
I5 puttmg it out at say, the A r  $orce9s m w l e  area at H111 
16 Air Force B+? 
17 I'm a little confjued, aqd I know you can clear it 
18 up in a ve short nod of time. 
19 GE~~XRAL &ME: Commissioner Davis - General 
20 Shane - 1'11 try. .Can you hear me? 
2 1 The first thm I'd llke to say is the fact that I 
22 was here when -- I fskned to GAO report on Letterkenny -- 
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I those alternatives, there was no cost savings that could%e 
2 rec:c)gnized by the Arm . It was cheaper to do it the way we 
3 did it. And we workedlwith the omt cross-service group to 
r w ~ n e  up with the most cost1 i d c i e n t  process. 
5 COMMISSIONER D A d S :  Thank you, Mr. C h a i i n .  In 
6 the raterest of time, I ield the rest of my time. 
7 COMMISsIoNE!l CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissionn 
8 Davis. Comm~ss~oner Monto a? 
9 COMMISSIONER MONJOYA: ~ h c  f i t  question k on 
10 behalf of my collea e Commissioner Kling, who has this 
I I utation for ~ e n e d ? ~ f ~ m e :  Apparently, tw? years ?go, the 
12 %en-DAS - deputy wrstant secretary - for mMlat~ons 
13 for the Air Force advised the wmmission that, if we chose to 
14 close a major Air Force depot, it should be McClellan. And I 
15 quote: *Not only can closure be accommodated within the DOD 
16 cost .md payback guidelinq, but it was a l e  lowes! ranked of 
17 the f~ve major depot bases, +d the quest~on is, if the 
18 ~ o s ~ t  to close was not prohibitive m '93, why IS it now, when 
19 it  appears the costs today are lower than they were 
20 calculated back then? 
2 1 GENERAL BLUME: Well, I think, sir, that you have 
22 to put it  in perspective, that h g s  are changed to a good 
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GENERAL BLUME: Well, I don't think environmental 
: piece would have been wnsidered in either one, sir, so it 
r would be a relative case, and we will take a look at that. 
L COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. 

My ~ w n  question, for Mr. Nemfakos - it ?u ht to be ; pretty stra~ghtfonwd - 1 thdc you iUIsWered h s  &fore 
- m a previous hearin but let me ask again. To determind 
I nuclear capaci?, difihe Navy consider the capacity for both 

maintaranct an refueling at Newport News Shipbuilding and 
Tledric Boat - refuelin , i.e., f v  submaees? 

MR. NEMFAKO~: No, str. Consistent with our 
ce in every round of b* closure, what we looked at 

' m m c  govevnpment's capability to perform the necessary 
I. work, as ~ v i d e d  for b the force structu~)? plan in the year 
I! 2001, m k s  case, and &e bud ets at that time. 
I t COMMISSIONER MONT%YA: A follow-on: is there a 
:- potential for rivate nuclear yards to do nuclear submarine 
: I  refuelin , as Phe do aircraft carrier refueling, apparently? . 
:I d. NE~X~AKOS: There is certamly the tential, if 
2: vou want to facilltize and bear those kinds of cosc-- if 
: iou want to train the m e l .  I don't mean to sug s t  

/ Z  that &ere are radical &erenoas, but it is a substantl~%~ 
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1 I ' v e p t  a cpp& for the record - as a muter of 
2 fact,.it's a r-ead m e p r d .  Tius was provided, and it 
3 was m the subnysslon. 
4 But just to clmfy it that in the installation 
5 tiering - bxause we didn9\ know exact1 what form the 'oint 
6 cross-service group wantad this informaion, but in the $rd 
7 tier - let's p y  e, better, and best - in the ood tier, 
8 the lowest tier, for mfallations there was ~ e l f l ~  Air Force 
9 Base and McClellan h r  Force Base, ranked together. 

10 & far as the tierin for the de t asset at those 
11 installations --- d, bet$ and b e s r  the l o w ~ t  tier 
12 was Kelly Air # o m  Base. This came out of k r  F o m  
13 analysis. lbrs  analysis essentially quite frankly, should 
14 have wme out about the same q the joint cross-service 
15 group, b e c a l ~ ~ ?  we mrrored thew functional value analysis. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And I a reciatc the fact you 
17 didn't look hack, but we're asking you, %en you're 
18 submitting t h s  addjtiond data, tolook back and tell us how 
19 a tier 3 base has a tier 2 depot on it and what has changed 
20 in that whole anal sis. Because, I mean - 
21 G E N E R A L B L ~ E :  I understand 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: - aiain, some things are 
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different industrial enterprise, and - one could certady 

: do that, but m our rocess what we looked at was the 
I govemwnt's ca atili to dorm work. : COMMIS&ON& SNTOYA: Thank you. 

MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, sir. 
r COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Robles? 
i COMMISSIONER ROBLES: This normally would be 
c directd to you General Blume, but I'm gping to deflect it 

I C  over to ~ e n e d  Klugh because I recall - ~t was 
1: yesterday - and it's a follow-on to Admiral Montoya's 
I: estion - that in February of 1993 I was still in the 
I: %tagon, and McClellan w)s on the list to close, and the 
1; kaetary of Defense pulled ~t off. And there is no secret 
15 bere. 
I f  And again, I'd be very interested, at that. time, 
I -  svh the ds i s~on  was made and how that dec~sicm factored. 
I r  ~ i i ~ o u  review this dsisiqn? Obvious1 last time it was 
I. '-;eked upstairs and the decision made. h s  hme, as I 

'erstand it, it was kick* downstairs, and the Air Force 
the decision. Why dic$'t you all get lnvolved t h s  
since it's clearly a subJect of high mterest? 
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I counterintuit~ve. What changed? 
2 And please, if there is an - if there were new, 
3 additional missions that were aided or new factors that were 
4 added this tinne in the military value ranking and the other 
5 6 8 . 8  lease submit those. 
6 E ERAL BLUME: I think what we will find, again 1 
7 would sa is an lm roved anal cal process. 
8 CO&MISSIO& ROBLF??Finall , General Shane, I 
9 need to ask this just from an old - like5 said, the issues 

10 are the same, the numbers are ust bigger. 
11 The Army plans to trans#er ground vehicle work load 
12 from Qfferkenny to edersqn,  but none of the personnel 
13 authonzahoa. are h g  real~gned, or at least that's as I 
14 understand it. My uestion is, how can this be done? How do 
15 you transfer un,rl?load without - do ou have that much 
16 excess apacit a Anderson to do groun~vehicle maintenance 
17 so that ou d n ' t  have to transfer any personnel? 
18 &NERAL SHANE: That's correct. There is 
19 substantial excess ca aci there to do that. 
20 COMMI SSIO&ER%OBLES: Okay. Thank ou. 
21 COMMI:I!;IONER CORNELLA: C om missioner Jteele? 
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: As promised, only one last 
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1 question in the Air Force cate ory on ALCs. Regardmg 
2 maximum potential cap~eity, k e  cekirman.asked a questron at 
3 the be-g of the heanng about that. I just wanted to 
4 clarify it for myself. 
s I know it s measured on a single shift, versus two 
6 o~ t h e e  qhihiffs. My question is, what year m a w e  ushg for 
7 SUI le shft  ca acr : what we're currently domg, what we 
a ditin-'91 or 68, %hen it was at a peak? 
9 GENERAL KLUGH: The 'oint cross-service roup did 
lo base the analysis on one shift, b-hour week. d e  based it on 
1 1  the current ro ram funded work load for year of 1999. 
12 CO&I~SIONER STEELE: Thank you 
13 Switching to Navy, the GAO mentioned this morning 
14 that, thou h they didn't see substaqtive data to back it up, 
15 they felt & the Navy looked at pnvate-sector shpyard 
16 capacit on the West Coast when analyzing decisions, and 
17 they -1 believe they were either uncertain or they didn't 
18 think the Navy look* at the privatqsector ca acl 9 data 19 on the East Coast. I just wondered if you cou d dress the 
20 private-sector shi yard capacity. 
21 MR. NEM~AKOS: Commissioner Steele, I, 
22 unfortunately, was busy answering the request for information 
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1 and wasn't here to listen to the GA.0 testimony. I ho what 
2 they meant to say was that, m makmg its decision on%ng 
3 Beach Naval Ship ard, the Department of the Navy had a good 
4 understauding ofthe rivate-sector ca abilities, dealing 
r with the issue, woulathere be suppo$for non-nuclear work 
6 of surface ships in that particular area. 
7 We did not analyze +rate-sector w i t y  on the 
8 West Coast, 'ust %we di& t analyze pnvate-sector c a r t y  
9 on the East C!oast, m the context of, here's how many abor 
10 hours of capacity they have: 
1 1  It was an issue of a s h  ourselves the question, 
12 if we close Long Beach ~ a v a f ~ h i ~ ~ a r d ,  %.work that has to 
13 be done in the local area - is there a qapab~lrty to do the 
14 work m the local area. And that was it. 
15 And our assurance was based on the fact of the very 
16 s u c c ~ f u !  record of the private sector in competing in 
17 public nvate competrtlons for surface stu s m that area. 
I8 83MMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. doesn't take into 
19 consideration private-sector capacity - this question - but 
20 the COBRA for shpyard scenarios that you ran on the 
21 alternative 1 indicates that virtually all of Portsmouth's 
22 work load can be moved to Norfolk for a cost of $100 million. 
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1 flexibility, if one also c l o e  Portsmouth .particular1 .m 
2 line wth  c h a n p  a decisron from defueimg to refuJmg, it 
3 was our jud kt we should maintain Portsmouth to give 
4 ourselves = rational ropmmatic flexibility. 
5 COM~I&NER ~&ELE: O h y .  T h d  you. I h o w  
6 we'q meetm mth  !he Navy, some of us, anyway, tomorrow 
7 m o m g  on &at sub~ect because that fell into the 
8 classified category. . So j'll leave that one be for now. 
9 The last ueshon is from Sexlator Santorum, and he 
lo asks 'In our%epot analysis, was Hill Air Force Base 
I 1 cons'1ded a tential consolidation candidate for tactical 
12 missile co-f&tion currently being conducted at 
13 Lstterkenn Arm De t?" 
14 OEN#k.AL & L U G :  Yes. Commissioner Steet. We did 
15 look at the 0 den Air Logistics Center capability, and some 
16 of the things but comq to mind there is that the capabjlity 
17 ti, do the ancillary wpment, the ground support vehcles 
18 md ground por txc t ions  must be done as well. 
19 And wd the ipvetment already made and with .the 
20 movement to consohdat~on at Letterkenny, we d e t e w e d ,  in 
21 rthe Joint Cross Service Group, that the option of 
22 ~xmsolidating to Hill was not the preferred option. 
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I Now, we also believe that privatization of t ac t id  
2 missile is very appropriate. You know, once you fire-one of 
3 those, you don't w ~ t  it b v k  for de t p.laintenance, is the 
4 way we talk about it in lomt Crqss &%rice Gmup, so 
5 tactical missilq bein core but sttll, with the lmc 
6 rel?laceable up~ts an% whpro +e .statoaf-th~art ip 
7 rnam~nance is today, pnvatizahon of tachcal rmssiles is 
8 an optton and we're l m h g  at that. 
9 ~ n d  I would ask ou to look at that. So rather 
10 Ulan stomp the coarolid;ion now at Leuerkenny and the 
11 technical components being done by a very efficient capable 
12 depot .to do that kind of work, that perhaps the future toward 
13 pnvatrzation, not coll~~lidatron to another orgamc depot. 
14 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you very much, and I 
15 have no further questions. 
16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissioner 
17 Steele. It's been the practice of the Committee to accept 
18 questions for members of Con4ress, and I have one such 
19 uytion. I will not read it. It s from Congressman Chris 
20 8mth of New Jersey to Charlie Nemfakos. I would ask that 
21 you submit an answer in writing both to the congressman and a 
22 copy to the Commission for our records. We wdl provide that 
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1 Since the COBRA predicts annual recurring savings, 
2 from closing Portsmou(h, for $150 million, does ibis suggest 
3 that you ran that scenano - that there wasn't a reqwrement 
4 to re* Portsmouth? Or does this suggest that, even though 
5 the savm s would be very great by closmg Portsmouth, the 
6 fact that &e Nav chose not to. do so was that there wasn't 

to aisorb those mssrons, or what? : the caL"d.XmmKos: If1 can sa it in m oyn word.. we 
9 Imked at the clospre of ~ortsmouY1 N a v J ~ ~ ~ ~ a r d ,  and as 

10 you can see, consistently throu bout our enhre process, any 
1 1  time we close a mqjor industridj activity, the savings, 
12 articularly the 20-year net present value, is exceptionally 
13 bgh. 
14 The decision on Portsmouth was not because it 
15 didn't pay off, because we could, with relatively small 
16 costs, move the work to other activities. 
17 The decision was, as both the Secretary and the 
18 Chief of NavG Operations testified in our opening hearing, a 
19 decislon lookm at future naval opephons apd the 
20 r uirepent to %ave retPln+ m service ce- t pes of 
21 s%manoes through refuelm as o p p o e  to de&eling. 
22 Then, when one l m k 8 a t  the xnargm of 
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1 b you after the hearin 
2 MR. NEMFAK~S: Yes, sir 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: The other thin we would 
4 ask ou to do is to take a look at this chart - ou dons1 
d n t d t o  put it up - that's been prepared by BLC. Did you 
6 receive a co of it? 
7 G E N ~ L ~  KLUGH: No, we did not 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: All rig&. We will provide 
9 you a co y, and if you d d  d e  comments re arding.this 

10 chart anfnmrmt them to us for tpqrecqrd, we'cfa reciate 
11 thst, and with that, 1 thank the distmgushed *aqeI%r the 
12 tirne that they have nt wlth us here thls m o m g .  I 
13 apolo ize - o a h 3  
14 %ENEL KLUGH: Could I have one last - 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Absolutely. 
16 GENERAL KLUGH:. That the-whole area, Mr. Chairman, 
17 of privattzation +at we drdn't et mto, I would say that 
18 evcn bpyood meriles &t there is an oppo-ty to 
19 due pnvatlzatron m a greater way. 
20 As far as the capacity, and you asked some 
21 questions about that we do have some charts, I think, will 
22 provide really specific information as to what the end state 
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of t h ~ s  BRAC by military department and provide commodity 

:that- 
COMMlSSlONER.CORNELLA: We would.appreciate that. 

'n?W ou can rovlde us we would appreciate that. G~XERAL &UGH: ~ n d  the other thing is, sir, that 
z is pretty hard. The end state of what you give us is 

-g to be hard and a challen e, we all.know, im lement. 
I uest would be to fry to avoid condltionay 

MY n% J s~trmtions an where possible provide clear language as to 
I: what you really intend to do. In the past BRAC, they've been 

left k m d  of vague, and we have had some instances of 
2 c@lticmal app~aches, + my uest would be to try to 
2 grve us some msl ht that rm ht a e  it a little easier. 

COMMISS~ONER C ~ E L L A :  I agree with you 
i wqletely,  and we'll make every effort to wmply w t h  that 
r ;gaat. General, and you for your time. I know many - o the others will be j o l m  us thls afternoon, so 1 
3 especially thank you, sir. h i t h  that, we will break for 
-1 lunch, and vc will romnvme at 1:W p.m. sharp. Thank you. 
I) (Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., a luncheon recms was 
: held.) 

(1:OO p.m.) 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Good afternoon, ladies and 

& entlemen. Welwme to our afternoon session. I'm General 
r f . ~ .  Davis. It*s m honor to chair this portion of the 
i hearing, and I do irwith some trepidation, because Senator 

Dixon IS such a 
1 But, you ~ i ! k ~ ~ ~ ~  from the Undergraduate 
1 Pilot T m g  Jomt Cross Service Group, of wurse, an area 

1 7  of meat iplportance, as far as I'm concerned, .because it not 
.: o$v s e ~ c e s  the services but serv1ce-s the national asset of 

'0s. 
're 'oined by - and I'd like to welcome 
s C! Finch, D T ~  Undersecretary of Defense for 
who headed up c PT Group, our senior Defense 

:* personnel for this morning, General Shane, of course, General 
.- Blumc, Mr. Ncmfakos, and Ms. Kellehcr, I guess, will be here 
:$ latex. 
- I  Again, t h ~  are no opening statemepts - there ou 
9 are. We can bey as soon as I've sworn m Mr. ~ b c i  
:I Evaybod else as sworn. Before I start, Mr. ~ ~ n c h ,  i~ = there a.nydbdy that wdl provide te&mony here flus afternoon 
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1 provided recommendations that collectively for the Department 
2 of Defense will indeed reduce overall excess capacity for the 
3 flight tra~ning function. 
4 Just to give you an example, within the area of 
5 fixed-win training, the excess capacity went from a figure 
6 of about lk.5 percent down to a level of about 8 percent, 
7 down to n very low level. 
8 So In terms of our overall objectives of reducing 
9 excess capacity and the long-term v i n g s  that we would 
10 expect to accrue frpm .that, that yes mdeed, we did 
1 1  acwm llsh our ob ectlves. 
12 ~ O M M I S S I ~ N E R  DAVIS: g o n g  that line, Secretary 
13 Finch ven, you know, we're loolung at the force levels we 
14 have <&:y did the Joint Service Group look at the surge 
15 capacity of'all of services to meet out- ear unknown 
16 requirement or was that left u tq e+ Mivi-1 service? i 
17 MR +INCH: ~ e n ~ n l 8 a v I s .  It was pmcl ally a 
18 matter of wcb of .the individwl.servirm, thou h fmgh t  add 
19 %at wi* the Jomt Cxyss Semice Group we $id have some 
20 d~scuss:on of that very important factor. 
2 1 And in our discussions the general wnsensus of 
22 the Group was that indeed d e r e n t  in the site structures 
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1 that we were wnsiderin that you would have an inherent 

3 sometime in  the future. 
5 2 capacity for surge shoul some unforeseen contingencies aris 

4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The swpe of anal sis chosen 
5 by the UPT Joint Cmss Service Grou was as fofiows ut ou 
6 b our orgamzat~on: wInsulation of b qtegory inefrded 
7 a i  ~ O D  fllght rograms that support and hclhtate selection 
8 and trainkg of$ilots, able flight officers and navigators 
9 to the ml of award wm s. 
10 %e scope includeitixcx~ and rotary win training 
I I of all officer and enlisted student pilots, naval ogficers 
12 and navi ators." 
13 ~ i %  you find.,, swpe of the UFT training 
14 vrograms. installat~on and student tvDes vou chose to be 
15 kithk too-broad or not broad enough? 
16 MR. P[NCH: General Davis, that in terms of its, 
17 scope, clearly one could make it far er or smaller, but q 
18 tfmu of somethin that ave a meaningful m l t  m 
19 terms of our ovemql a n a b s ,  1 would sa that it was just 
20 about n ht, in tern of what we includd and didn't. 
21 c~MMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. Can you put up Chan I, 
22 please? Mr. Secretary - give each member a wpy of it. So 

I I I 
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other than the le sitting at the head table? 

: MR. FI.$?$ General Davis, the witn- before you 
I at the table will be the ones that w l l  be spealang for us. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: AU right. Then, sir, ou're ; the on1 one. If you would please mse your nght {and. 
1 (rvitnasworn.) 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, sir. If I may, so 
I 1 can understand the process, 1 w l l  ask you a few process 
1 questions and then accede to each Commissioner. 
': . . MR. FINCH: That will be fine. 
- - COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Did Cross Servim anal sis 
z dirtzted by the Secretary of Defense take lace in the bFT 

I -J Jojnt C- Service Gqup in a manner ngficient to yield a 1 :A  jomt result and to provide savings due to the elimination of 
' C  - DoD capacity in the h a 1  recommendation by the 
:: =dtheNa ? 
* -  MR. FINCH: z. General Davis, as qu b o y ,  !he 
I Joint Cross Service Group for ~ndergrad~te$l lo t  ~ r a m m ~  

. I  went through a p m s  to prov~de alternatives for the 
for them to consider. 

on theu considerations of our 
tives and other factors that they took into account, 

I 
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1 we may better understand the process, this shows the ten 
2 functional areas, if this one u over here is working, 
3 sq1ected for analysis by the U d ~ o i n t  Smia Group, can you 
4 discuss how we arnved at the ten areas, and were all of them 
5 used in the anal sis process? 
6 MR. F W&H: The basic approach to decidin on these 
7 articular func:tional areas was to consider within I ht 
8 !raining thosf: functions that would involve the wor mg of 

E 
3 

9 wings. It was .an under raduate a prpach. to .the roblem. 
10 And havm sent &t as the !asic ,,a, t en, 
11 u n review of t%e miliby departpeqts of what functiqns 
12 & were out there that met that cntena, we came up with 
13 this list, and mdeed, as 1 look over it, this is exactly the 
14 list that we r n d  in terms of our Joint Cross Service 
IS analysis. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So, essentially, all these 
17 functional areas played lo your analysis or just some of 
I 8 them? 
19 MR. FINCH: All of these did, yes, sir. 
20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. Of course, having been 
21 with the p m s s  off and on over the years, we've wnsidered 
22 consolidation of training, and I know the Air Force and the 
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1 Navy has beep tallcing to each other for a lop time but 
2 currently are m the qrocss of co-g u wd a f inal id  
3 plan, ev* though I! s not fionl, as 1 ungrstand it, today. 
4 Did you consider theu draft plan m your 
5 deliberations when you were going through the UFT Joint Cross 
6 Servicin ? 
7 MA. FINCH: Yes, General Davis. As a matter of 
8 fact, as ou pointed out, this plan for consolidating Na 
9 and ~ir$orce flight t&g m the fixed-wing area h a s L n  

lo  underway for some time. 
1 1  Durin the past year, this plan did come to 
12 maturity, atqeast m terms of the basics, in terms of 
13 looking at in which of these functional areas we could find a 
14 common enough basis to be able to have a common syllabus to 
15 be followed both by the Air Force and Navy in the fixed-wing 
16 trainin area. 
17 6iven +t level of npturi,, we took h 
18 recommendations of the her Force and Navy and through a 
19 memorandurp sign4 out b the De uty Secretary of Defense, 
20 threw those mto pohcy w& respecfto the Department of 
21 Defense in purslung consolidated joint training in the fixed- 
22 wmg area. 
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I And the analysis and assessments and work of the 
2 Joint Cross Service Group was based on that statement of 
3 policy promul ated by the Deputy Secretary that, ~ i c a l l y ,  
4 mcorporated &e recommendations of the two services. 
5 Now, I might add, of c o w ,  in terms of given the 
6 basics of concepts of where we can have consolidated 
7 trainipg, there are an.irnmense amoupt of details, in terms of 
8 workmg out the specifics of the curncda m each of these 
9 areas, and of course, that work continues on, and I would 

10 expect it to continue on for some time. 
11 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: You testified just a little 
12 while ago $at each service - you +ou hht $at we had a 
13 sur e capacity. W~th your pemssron,%'d Wre to start with a 14 the avy and say how much surge capacity do you have? And 
15 I'll ask the Air Force the same question. 
16 MR. NEMFAKOS: Mr. Chairman, the Nav 's excess, I 
17 guess, has to be described best in what kind 028 ceiling of 
18 surge, if any, exists. As ou know, pendii the approval of 
19 the recommendations of J e  DpppRment of &e Navy, we're, 
20 esse~t1alIy, at two regional trammg complexes, one m West 
21 Flonda and one at South Texas. 
22 As we looked at alternatives through our capacity 

I I I 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 2 17 - Page 222 

Page 220 
1 of ex* ca ity, the other two reducing it on down, 
2 essentially, r abou t  Fro. 
3 The Air Force &d not recommend that we go to 
4 either the second or the third alternative. The first 
5 alternative was ap ro riate. 
6 COMMI~SIOPIE~ DAVIS: General S h e ,  same question. 
1 GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Davis, let me provide 
8 that for the record for the Army. 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Okay. Fine. qll ri ht. What 

10 we're going to do tius today, so we don't get m a h  habit, 
1 1  we're going to start do.- on the left-hand side and go right. 
12 Fight? pilots alwa s M e  to go towards the grovels anyway. 
13 Co-ssioner ~ k r e  lease. 
I4 COMMISSIOI~~R STEELE: Well, I'll do a lot less 
15 :scwbling, because people won't have stolen all my good 
16 iluestions. Thank you. 
17 We'll start wth  an issue that was brought u by 
18 the OAO this mornin rega$ing the R c u e  rccommen&tpn for 
19 dosure. It says, - h e  he Force recommended closlng R- 
20 Air Force Base... community mnctms arose. over the issuea of 
21 xjtential errors in the gir Force's scoring of Selection 
22 kritma One and its reliance on data gathered under the 
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1 Joint Cross Service process to make this assessment. 
2 "The Air Force's initial review of commuxllty 
3 concerns.indicated that while there were da@ errors, they 
4 did not si ficantly alter the relahvel scorn of the 
5 bases for %tenon One and would norhave c%anged the 
6 nmmmendation," and then go on to say, "butyour work wasn't 
7 finalizP;P at the Air Force prior to complehon of their 
8 rc:port. 
9 If ou could both, Mr. Secre and General Bloom 

10 address Lose issues @at were.raised y the community and a 
1 1  your subsequent h d m  s and dyou're satisfied that you've 
12 wme to whatever c o n c h o n  it is that you've come to. 
13 MR. FINCH: Very good. Perha s, in terms of the 
14 detail, I could refer to General Bloom, gut upon review for 
15 the particular ar- w b  we found. some discrepancies iq 
16 data, my observahon IS that even wth  the changes that mghl 
17 be subjected as a result of that review, that in terms of the 
18 work of the Joet  Croy Service Grou it. would not have 
19 chang4.a reciably, lpterms of the &uc alternatives that 
20 we proviaA for the ml?tary de artmenp to consider. 
21 But I know the her ~orce%as reviewed m some 
22 de.tail the whole data set in each of the specific points 
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1 analysis, through the range of a 20 percent surge, those two 
2 regional complexes, in our analysis, provided us sufficient ' 3 capacity. We did not stress though regional complexes above 

I 4 the 20 rcent level. 
5 GMMISSIONER DAVIS: Any reason why you didn't 
6 stress it - because we've stressed our pilot trammg 
7 organizations before more than 20 percent. 
8 MR. NEVFAKOS: Yes, sir, we have. We looked at the 
9 force strycture m the out ears. We looked at where the 

lo  budget lmes were. We felt that a 20 percent surge was a 
1 1  ve significant sur e iven where those resource levels, 
12 box man wer ancf'do!lars, were. 
13 CO~MISSIONBR DAVIS: Colonel Bloom, same question. 
14 GENERAL BLUME: Sir 9 far as a surge capacity, I 
15 understand that the ca acity and sis that was accomplished 
16 was done on, arsantidy, a fiveAY week. So you 
17 automatically have some built-in surge capacity right there, 
18 much less that we're not, ou know, operatmg at - and 
19 should not operate at a 108 peqent. 
20 And for that reason the h r  Force looked at the 
21 three alternatives that were presented by the Joint Cross 
22 Service Group, the first one taking care of a certain amount 

- 
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1 ra~.s$, and perhaps I could refer to General Bloom in terms 
2 of hls assessment of how those changes may have affected the 
3 overall m l t .  
4 GENERAL BLUME: Yes. Commissioner Steele, the Air 
5 Force has provided the Conu+ssion *.th a d d e d  accounting 
6 of every one of those specific md~vldual elements that was 
7 brought u by the groups sup rting Reese. 
8 Th?fhas been resented% the Commission, and in 
9 no case did the her Jorce find that lf there was an anomaly 

10 or an error that the - as we carried on additional analysis, 
1 1  that it would have caused an different recommendation. 
12 COMMlSSIONER STEJLE: Did you review only erron 
13 that were inted out, or did you in an way remeasure how 
14 you woulEva~uate footpmt versus volume of airspace or 
15 praxlmt of rurspace? 
16 G~NERAL BLUME: NO.  he analysis remained 
17 conlsistept because we felt confident that wehad captured $e 
18 a rlrapnate -- both the Au Force and the Jomt Cross Service 
19 &oup -- the ap ropriate areas that should be evaluated, but 
20 every specific erement that was brought up by the LCC was 
21 ide~itified and looked at. 
22 MR. FINCH: Commissioner Steele, if I might add, 
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1 Service Grou 's work for Criteria Number 1, ettin nd  of 
I just a few of Lose hmchonal categories that deneraf~avis  
3 was showing earlier. 
4 My question to you is are you confident with the 
s foundation of the data that came out of the Joint Cross 
6 Service Group to have that be the Air Force's sole source for 
7 gradin Criteria Number 1 for military value? 
8 ~ENERAL BLUME: Probably the most jointness of 
9 mythmg that we even did. I mean, we relied u n our 
lo specialists, the people that we put in that Joint (!%up, to 
11 get the best numkr of our funcbonal value capaciv. 
12 And on thex recommendat~on back to the h r  Force 
13 and the aba t ives  that were recommended by the Joint Cross 
14 Service Group we felt confident that this was a good analysis 
15 and a good means of looking at functional value and assessing 
16 Critena Number 1. 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. My time has expired. 
a Thank ou ve much Mr. Chairman. 
9 $MM%SIONBR DAVIS: Commissioner Robles 
I( COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes. Mr. Finch Cienerai 

this mornin that they use a lineal 
thm to help &em as a tool and at least, 
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1 too, that within the work of the Joint Cross Service Group, I we d y  bent over backwards mlerms of trymg to enere  

at we were as e l m  fre-e as possible and be ond that did a 
t deal of work at ensuring that the date d a t  we received 
.e various military departments was compatible one with 

6 another. 
7 I think my colleagues yill agree %at we, you know, 
8 went through a great deal of m-de th discussion. My char e 
9 to the group was a sin and again %at, you know, we shoub 
10 have people o ba&, review the data, check it, +d overall, 
i 1 I'm confident that, you know, there is certainly 
12 w ma or glamg errors out there. 
13 h e r e  may be a few small discrepancies here and 
14 there, but I'm quite sure, given the uality control measures 
IS that we've put into place, that the da% that we used would 
16 be quite ood. 
17 C&MISSIONER STEELE: When ou did the review 
18 recently, as a result of the e m r s  that were found did you 
19 a! d of the bases for errors or only select some 
20 aut for a second remew? 
21 GENERAL BLUME: For every place there was a 
22 potential error that could have been translated to another 

t 
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1 I base. In other words, did we o back and-assess all the 
1 2 airspaec at every other base? b e  answer r no. ' 3 Did we look to see that the saqe of error that 

4 crept in, possibly, to - not c o u n t m ~ b 0  foot in the 
5 R ific acmsat~on was ~ Y ~ o o k e d  at throughout 
6 d x a s e s .  
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. So it wasn't just two 
8 bases out of a u of five that were reviewed? 
9 G E N E ~ ~ ~ ! L U M B :  Two bases? No. Well, Reese is 

i 1p -.lily One. COMMISSIONER STEELE: Oh, so you only reviewed 
You didn't make different calculations 
other UPT bases? 

BLUME: No. Except as I said, if there was 
15 a specific allegation that this may have been erred in R y ,  
16 we back and looked at all of them to see that a slmlar 
17 error did not c into the data. 
18 COMMIS%NER STEELE: Okay. Thank you. I*m clear 
19 on that now. The other issue I was curious about, military 
20 value and that whole ratin the +r.Force chose to do its 
21 own calculations for the &a1 Cntena 2 throu h 8 but 
22 dopted - it's my understanding adopted the foint Cross 
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1 not mmpatibl with helicopter training and things like that. 1 2 So what we did we develp a set of real world 
3 operational constramts that s a i e k a y  , you h o w ,  you have 
4 to do - whatever solution comes out has to make sense m the 
5 following operational ways, but beyond that we made no other 
6 wnstralnts that would particularly prejudge results one way 
7 or another. 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, I asked General Klugh 
9 this mornin to provide the subject to constraint uations 

10 and the slacf analyses that came out of that. I'd 3 y to 
11 do the same thing for your run just to, kind of, see w at 
12 sort of wnstmunts were in there. 
13 And I understand that they all were limitin but 
14 sometimes it's in the assumption of what can anc!f.n9t be 
1s done at a certa~a base that leads you m a certain direction. 
16 MR. FINCH: Absolutely, and we'd be happy to 
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1 sort of, .sort things out. 
2 Did you also look at a way to use a linear 
3 p m ~ m m u ~ y  algorithm to look at capacity and look at how you 
4 mu d o tilnize in various ways? 
S GENERAL KLUGH: Yes. k. a matter of fact, we did. 
6 COhIMISSIONER ROBLES: And can you, kind of, 
7 summarize from your perspective the major results that came 
8 out of that o timzation model? 
9 cxNEI&I. 9UGH: We u?ed.the optimization model as, 
10 basicall , r o m e h g  to give us losights, to make us smart on 
1 1  the prodem and look for various ways that we could formulate 
12 alternatives.. 
13 That is not something that we just used mindlessly 
14 to have the output become our recommendations, but with that 
15 said, we found it quite valuable in a number of wa s. 
16 F i d  of all one of the ap roach? we l o o k d t  
17 was to take a look ?t what are t& mimmum numkr  of sites 
18 that we could have m order to still meet our capacity 
19 r r e - t s  ?nd carfy out the mission. So it gave us a 
20 lbrationgollt as to how deep we wuld go. 
21 &o ier useful thing was to get a sense of the 
22 followmg: that, you know, as a broad objective, I think we 

- 
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1 all share the view that we want to save money not only m the 
2 long-term bnt also in the short-term. 
3 And one of the ways that you can incur ex nse in 
4 the short-term is movin functions around from Frn tq base, 
5 and so we d ~ d  some ma! sis to say what are some feas~ble 
6 solutions that will keep &e cumber of *ves do?. 
7 Be onti that, we used it to ensure, m addition to 
8 getting d e  basic capaci right that we would have as much 
9 as we muld r good mil% value for .the collection of bases 
10 that would remain o n. 70 we used it as a tool to develop, 
11 basically, beqchpar iZ on what sort of alternatives might 
12 roduce a sa~isfymg d i t a r y  value. So we used it as an aid 
13 & our~rocess in those rinci al dimensions. 
14 OMMISSIONER%OBL&S: And did you look across the 
1s whole range of options from not shying awa from putting any 
a subject to co~mtraint equations in there d a t  would cause 
17 your decision set to sh away from any areas? 
18 MR. FINCH: ~%solute l~ .  There were certain 
19 practical constraints that we needed to impose. We did not 
20 want to ye the linear program approach to produce 
21 nonsensical mrmlts. 
22 For example, there are some bases that simply are 

- - -  
17 provide that for the record. 

- 

18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:. Great. Second question, 
19 costs. Can YOU share a little bit of Insight about costs? 
20 Another thGg that you look at, wheneGbr you're looking at 
21 functions, does the cost do something on any given base? And 
22 they're aII different. 

I J 
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1 ithe decisions made in BRAC '95. 
2 So it will be interesting to see how costs i laved 
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1 They're all different because, as General Bloom 
2 eloquently stated, bases do different things. my days as 
3 a base commander, I had all sorts of thmgs gomg on on the 
4 base that support a core function, but there were other 
5 things going on, and you get an overhead rate, a base ops 
6 rate, base support mte, e( cete?. 
7 Could you maybe talk a little bit in general terms 
8 about what ou found when you looked at the various cost 
9 rates of didrent bases, Reese versus Vance versus whatever? 

lo  And were there any ones that were - were they all clustered 
1 1  about the same or some higher, much higher, some much lower? 
12 MR. FINCH: Maybe I could address the question in 
13 broad terms and then, perhaps, asked m collea es from the 

departments to fill m some of d e  detaif? 
l4 15 the ~oipt  ~ r o ?  service ~ r o u p ,  we did not 
16 address costs directly m terms ofdollar costs. JuY.given 
17 the broad look that we were lookmg - we were mg to do, 
18 given, you know, all of the literally, probably, 3 I i 0 p ~  of 
19 alternative wa s you can base these functions at a vane of 
20 bases, it simp6 was not practical to o out and do a do1 r ar 
21 cost estimate of every combinatipn &it we had @ consider. 
22 And what we ended up domg was to cons~der some 

W 

3 ~ ~ n t o  this cross-servicing dec&ons and recomm6n&tions that 
4 were made. 
5 GENERAL BLUME: Could I make a comment? And that 
6 is you have to realize, sir, that the primary function; that 
7 is, the primary pilot traimg is one that wdl be joined is 
8 now and wll contlnue to be. 
9 However once. you pass +at or maybe even before, 

10 the Air Force does fli ht scree- certainly it &d for 
11 cost aspect. The fact &at the ~ i r%orce  does all of its 
12 training today on a base, you can compare one base with the 
13 next. 
14 I think it must be much more difficult, robably @ 
1s the Navy situation, where they have very dizrent mrmons 
16 at one base than the next. 
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I understand e, but I also 
18 know that the cost accountants of the world sl~ce cost every 
19 way but loose. So there is enou h way to get at the cost 
20 dab just with an ood cost anafyst start to dissect the 
21 costs, ri ht Charfi8 We all know how to do cost analysis. 
22 M W . NEMFAKOS: Sure. And if the Commissioner would 
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1 mili departments. 
2 %ey, in turn, went thmugh a detailed - using 
3 their own methodologies, a detaded cost assessment of what 
4 would be involved in each of those alternatives and then 
5 ultimately producqd their own wmmendahons. 
6 So that we dld not do a detsuled cost anal sis per 
7 se in the Joint.Cms. Service Grpu , but the miEtary 
8 departments did mdeed do that m &ex part of the analysis. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. And my time is up, 

l o  I'm gomg to ask all of the departments to submtt what their 
11 avera e costs are to train ilots at their various bases and 
12 we'll$orrp the question &r both variable costs and fixed 
13 costs and just see how these all stack up, vanable and fixed 
14 costs, to train. 
I S That's just one factor, but certainl costs have 
16 been this underlying theme this whole BRAE -95. On one hand, 
17 one of the big factors was how much does it cost to do thls, 
18 and we only had a limited apount of money to implement BRAC 
19 '95. So that c o n s m e d  it to some de ree. 
20 And on the other side yas, you Low, cerpin 
21 decisions were made because it w+ 'too expensive' to do it. 
22 And so costs was a clearly underlymg rationale in some of 
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1 surrogates for costs, things @at we knew +at were. 
2 representative of costs but didn't necessarily work m a 
3 precise dollar fashion. 
4 One of the surrogates was excess capacity. We're 
5 tryin to minjxqize the +mount of excess capacity out there. 
6 Anotfer one is just, basically, how man bases we would 
7 ultimately end u operating. AU other &mgs being equal, 
8 fewer s i t e  cost fw. 
9 A pomt I mentioned a minute ago was we also looked 

10 at how many functional moves you would have to make in the 
1 1  short-term. In ou're starting to move functions around, 
12 that's going to & an expensive proposition, at least in the 
13 short term. So we looked at a variety of surrogates for 
14 costs but not dollars per E. 
15 Now w b  the mtlitary de artments, of course, 
16 iven the dternatives we presennd plus the alternatives 
17 &at served us wiw their own qted.proceses ,  there is 
18 a much more detiuled cost analys~s gettm down to dollars 
19 that each of them eqnducted, apdprhapsgl could refer to my 
20 collea es here to give a descn tive -- 
21 GMMIssIoNER RoBLd': well, mu the q u ~ t i o n .  
21 really at your level, and the reason I asked &e questloo at 

I I 
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1 your level is because qey all have individual costs based on 
2 what it costs to run the~r bases. 
3 But someone needs to sort that out and say, well, 
4 from a cost perspect~ve, cost bemg one of the factors, it 
5 makes more sense to train ilots at X base versus Y base 
6 because it's inordinately cbaper to do it there than 
7 somewhere else, and you can get the same equivalent training. 
8 That's 'ust one factor, 
9 dbviously, military value is another factor 

10 Obvious1 functional capability is another fact&, et 
1 1  celen. A d  that has to be done, really, at your level 
12 because I - that's the only-way you can corn are acrd.ss. 
13 So my real quest~on IS, now, did you dPo that 
14 analysis, and if you.did, did any of those ~ommendatiop get 
IS  adopted by the services w~th respect to trammg at a ce- 
16 base on a cross-service basis because it was economically 
17 cheaper to do it there, and it can meet all of the other 
I 8 constraints that ou had? 
19 MR. F I N ~ H :  As I'd mentioned, what we did as a 
20 roup was to look at thm s that were reasonable sumo ates 
21 for costs, but we did not fook - we deve lop  a set 0% 
22 alternatives that we provided for the consi eration by the 
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1 tell me what answer he'd like, we can probably do that. I 
2 thlnk ~t ' s  far  to sa Commissioner Robles tha( in doing 
t our analypis we d i l ~ o t  look at how much does it cost you to 
4 move a p~lot one da two days, three days, unlike what we 
5 did in some of the &pots, for example. 
6 What we did do on costs, however in looking at the 
7 a1 ternatives that the Jomt Cross Serv~ce broup recommended 
8 that we examine, we did look at the cost t, and we 
9 looked at the cost aspect rn the context o f X i n g  something 

10 d(twn and moving the work some lace else. 
11 So for the one &most ipmediat$y comes 
12 to mind, m the context of co-locatmg hellcopter plot 
13 trainin at Fort Rucker, we looked at the costs. 
14 h e  costs we very high u front for this kind of an 
15 activit and the net present v&e after 20 years was under 
16 2 mi&on. So we looked at a tradeoff between spendhg 
17 150- to $200 million u front to move it, and on a 5 
18 discounted basis avin 82 million ovqr 20 y a p ,  and we sai' 
19 thank ou but n? than& you, and we didn't do it. So we 
20 l o a d a t  costs m that context. 
21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: You say you looked at it from 
22 a co-location, but did you also look at the from a 
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:onsolidation int of view? 
: MR. N ~ F A K O S :  No, sir, we did not, because the 
'- Yavy operational i ratives are not to train Air Force - 1 

e m  &my and Navy"K"elicoPter pilots the same way. We have 
onal .considerations on wh we pin-our pilots the way & ~ u l a r l y  ffivm the B-A co-g m, as an example, 

and acing the C -46 in the inventory. 
f ng/e have.. com letely different dynamic, I think, 

than what's bemg looted at elsewhere. That's an o rational 
, r  consideration that was discussed at the senior opera&al 
1: Ievels in the Department of the Navy. 
I: And so cul-tion was what was looked at, and co- 
I: Iocation was what was recommended out of the Joint Working 
I& ~roups because the training is not the same. 
1' COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. 
~f COMMISSIONER DAVIS: 1 congratulate m Army 
I* sollea e at talcin six minutes and makmg it look r*c ten. 
I, ~?OMMISS~~NER ROBLES: That s also a skill 
1 g  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'll sec if I can cat& us 
,s . Short questions, short answers. Put up Chart 2. 
21 &eral Bloom, I want to ask ou - y w  can give a m or no = . a ~  a do a quick analysis {or me, smsitivity d y s i s .  
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Reese Air Force Base is clearly all b itself at i the bottom of that list. To what extent d i k  way you 

2 calculated military value have an impact on that, or said 
differently, if ou had substituted for +litary value 

5 component o d  that funchon deallng w t h  actual pllot 
r tnkn wouldthat have.changed those standings any? Do 
- you mgderstmd my q-on? 
I The use of mil~tary value based u n what the Joint 
c C- Ssvice team did, and they had a/&nds of things in 

I r there besides 'ust UPT training. 
I-  GENE& BLUME: I gu- I'm havin trouble with 

'@ere was functional value 8evelopal by 
Joln Cross Service Group, and that's what I see on t h ~ s  

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And wasn't that used as the 
rf main co nent of m111tai-g value? 
r-  GE~ERAL BLUM : No. Military value, if you read 
I f the DoD Qrectives - 
I c COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: It has four parts to it. 
X GENERAL BLUME: Four arts. 
1: COMMISSIONER MONTOFA: fight 
X GENERAL BLUME: How are they weighted? They're 

I 
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1 the same? 
2 GENERAL BLUME: Yes, sir. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Mr. Wnch, in closin 
4 Meridian md R- Air Force Base, will the Navy and k r  
5 Force are sufficient capacity to remain and perform all UPT 
6 requirements and also a c c o b t a  surge? 1s that your 
7 position? 
8 MR. FINCH: Indeed the will. 
9 COMMISSIONER MONTO~A: Mr. Nemfakos by closing 
10 Meridian, we appq~ntly, put-all our eggs in one hasket 
1 1 regardin s t d e  t r a m  m Kmg+le; 1s that correct? 
12 ~ f i .  N E M F A K ~ :  Yes, slr, it a. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And can Kin sville satisfy 
14 all your UIT uirements and still leave room k r  surge? 
15 MR. NE%AKOS: We believe it can, yes, sir 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And Gene*  looi in, same 
17 question regardmg Reese A r  Force Base. Closmg that, that 
18 leaves sufficient capacity for the foreseeable future and any 
19 foreseeable sur e? You re satisfied with that? 
20 GENE& BLUME: yes, sir, it does. AS a matter of 
21 fact, one more comment relative to the single sitin of 
22 anything. I mean, we smgle s ~ t e  C-17 trammg. d e  smgle 
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1 site F-117 training. Those are not unique as far as the 
2 milifary departments are concerned, if lt is economically 
3 feasible to do that. 
4 COMhdISSIONER MONTOYA: Just a follow-on question. 
5 In visitin $at b q ,  it was.gratifiin to see some very 
6 successdlcnnt -g gomg on. '80 see Navy pilots and 
7 A r  Force PI lots pmse each other supportmg each other was 
8 truly a 'o W e r e  will that o i f  ou do close Reese? 
9 ~ E ~ E , R A L  BLUME: %I ofthe b-, ?ir, that do 
lo primary traimn will have what wdl be a repllca of that 
11 particular exam k and that wiIl continue followin the BRAC 
12 once it is d s i h  which b- will stay and w%ich one will 
13 go. 
14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I must y y  that was very, 
15 very rat1 log. There were no service bamers there, 
16 Charie. %e were really working well to etper and willing 
17 to say so put~~cly.  That's all I have, Mr. ehammn. 
18 COMMISS!ONER DAVIS: Thank you, Admiral Montoya. I 
19 appreciate the t~me back. Mr. C h m .  
20 CHAIRh4AN DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
21 Charlie, I think I'm going to pick on you here a little, if 
22 you don't mind Now that my hend Admiral Montoya has been 
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: weihfed accordin to equal - probably the functional value 
: or riterion One, &e y t i o n a l  value of that facility is 
3 probably the heaviest, ut the others also - 
L COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Well, let's stay with the 
! very first one. 
f GENEPAL BLUME: Well, 1 can't. I can't the Air - Force analysis, +use the he F o r a  analysis takes m a11 
r dghL SO the Ax Force analys~s, we looked at the first 
c four. 

IC We also looked at the cost the payback and the 
1 I rmpacts, and then we tiered, and that was the value of that 
1: mstallation relative to the other installations in that 
1: ;atepry. 
1. COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So your answer is, I guess, 
15 having. sorted tluough that, is %at regareem whe-ther you 
16 use stnctl a v narrow defimtion of pllot trallung as 
1- h w t i o d v a l u z o r  your first criteria, as op sed to what 
11 the C- Service Team Qd, the answer wo$ havc bem the 
IP same for Reese? 
sr GENERAL BLUME: The answer would have been the 
? 0 .. 
w COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: You think it would havc been 
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1 so com limentary, let me 'ump on you a Little bit. 
2 1%ave a letter here Senators Shelby and 
3 Heflin and Congressman Everett, and it touches on a subject 
4 matter that I've asked about from time to time and been 
5 some7hat conked about. 
6 Dear ]Mr. Chairman, as you p are for our April 
7 17 hearing on the Joint Cmss senice??orking Emups and so 
8 forth, we w o ~ ~ l d  be most appreciative if you would raise a 
9 number of ism? with regard to the consolidation of 

10 underpduate dot traixung .and so forth, 
11 We appfiud the adhtion of the Jornt Cmea Service 
12 Working Groups into the base closure process. The provided . 
13 a new and important analysis and so forth. ~nAr tuna te~  
I4 the case of under grad^+ pilot training, the Pentagon a c h m  
15 on o n l ~  half of the rmssion. 
16 n l e  tbey agreed that i n t euc to  fixed-wing 
17 training o ra~ions could be consolldated%etween the Air 
la Force and%? Navy, the P~ntagon. chose not to act on.t@e 
19 recommendatit>n to consohdate pnmary hehwpter trallung 
20 between the Navy a+ the Army. 
21 "We belleve h s  a grave mistake " and so for$ I 
22 know it's an o Id saw, Mr. Nemfakos, &ut let me get mto part 
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I is a fundam+tal differen? in perspective of how the 8avy 
2 and the Manne Corps desire to tram thelr pllots from a 
3 operational prspechve. 
4 So the issue was to co-lqcatq. T$at issue of co- 
5 locating, as opposed consolidatmg, is a very important 

1 6 one because we use dfferent systems both m terms of 
I 7 aircraft systems as well as simulators and ground support 
I 8 systems to train those bodies of pilots. 
9 And so I thmk that's a fundamental difference that 
10 the Department of the Nav , both the Navy and Marine Corps 
1 1  and the service chiefs ozthose two services are convinced 
12 that the way we are training our pilots and the systeqs we 
13 are using to train those pilots are the correct thing, gven 
14 the wa we utilize them. 
I5 EHAIRMAN DIXON: Are YOU satisfied with what's 
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1 of it here. In November 1994, the Joint Cross Service Group 
2 on Undergraduate Pgot Training s u b e t w  three different 
3 alternatives for cons~deration by the rmhtary departments 

5 and SecreY Accor mg Pew. to documents submitted to the BRAC each 
6 alternative reduced excess ca ity while .maintai+g hi h 
7 military value. Each of the &!& alternatives  consistent^ 

I 8 recommended consolidatin all military undergraduate 
9 belie0 ter pilot training at so r t  Rucker. 
lo 80 letl's stop there, and then we'll go on to some 
i I more from there, but what do you sa to that? I h o w  
12 that's - like I say, we*ve been over As ground a lot of 
13 times. 1 know we're not on something new, but I'd just like 
14 to hear one more time. 
15 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, sir, Senator. I think the 
16 issue revolves around the word "consolidate." That is not 
17 the recommendation from the Joint Cross Service Group. 
18 CHAIRMAN DMON: Okay. 
19 MR. NEMFAKOS: The recommendation h m  the Joint 
20 Cross Service Group was co-locate, and I believe, @ou h I 
21 was not part of that group, but 1-have an unders@ndmg of 
u what they were loolung at, I beheve the reason is that there 

16 recommended in this round to t+ this problem? 
17 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes. su. 
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I MR. NEMPAKOS: I would say to you that what General 
2 Mundy was probably referring to were the measurea that we had 
3 to take because of mu e requirements to use ca ity that we 
4 have and not n d y  the desirable methodogy that we 
5 want to train. 
6 Given the changes, however, that are comin in the 
7 Marine Corps inventory with the introduction of t%e V-22, 
8 which, as you know, Mr. Chairman, works both as a helicopter 
9 but then also works as a traditional rop plane, I don't know 
10 that that statement b General M ~ B ~  was an md&cat~on that 
I r he was prepared cKange.the syllabus of the training for 
12 Manne Co s helico ter dots. 
13 C H A I L A N  D&O$ Mr. Nmfakos, according to, the 
14 Inspector General for the DoD, and I quote, "Relocatmg the 
15 Navy's pnmanly helicopter tmning to Fort Rucker would 
16 relieve ground and air traffic con estion as Whiting Field. 
17 Is there a roblem l Whitin Fiefd both in the air and on 
18 the groun!, and if so, wouldrelocation of Navy's 
19 Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training Program free of space 
20 at Wh~ting Field?" 
21 MR. NEMFAKOS: In our military value analysis, and 
22 [ believe the staff has the rnatnces and can probably glve 

18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, on March 30, 1993, General 
19 Powell stated. at th: Ho- Armed Servlces Comnuttee Army 
20 Posture Heam I believe the roper place to do the 
11 centralization OPUHPT where $can be done very well is at 
22 Fort Rucker, Alabama. " 
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1 He went on to say, "I am committed .to push h s  
2 hard as possible, because there are real savlngs here. Thls 
3 is where we ought to find the savin s. The costs to transfer 
4 the UHPT 9 . ratio! at Whitin ~ i e f d  to Fort Rucker is less 
r than $18 m g o n ,  " it's a s s e d h e r e  
6 "In '92, the DODIG reported h a t  relocation of UHPT 
7 to Fort Rucker would save at least $79 million over five 
8 years." What do ou sa to that? 
9 MR. NEM&O!$ Well, I have the highest re ard fol 
10 the General, having worked with him off and on since the &s 
1 1  he was a colonel, and I'm not going to argue with him because 
12 I don't know where that data came from. 
13 I do know that the cert~fied data that we have in 
14 hand shows a cost of over $150 million to move the helicopter 
15 portion of training from Whiting to Fort Rucker to co-locate 
16 ~t there. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. "During the BRAC '95 
18 Navy hearin as you know, earller this year General Mundy 
19 commented kaat in the '70s the Army was trainin marine 
20 helicopter pilob and that this aregement workd very well. 
21 Is there any reason why the Manne Corps couldn't return to 
22 this arrangement?m 
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1 you a better, more y f i c  answer that I ri ht now, I do 
2 not believe that we ound that there was au t rakc  
3 congestion in the Pensacola Whiting area that worked to the 
4 detriment of the value of that activity. 
5 Obviously, moving anythin out of that area is 
6 oin to relieve whatever traffic &ere is, but I believe 
7 kBt  h e  rniliy valqmatrix, which the staff has, can 
8 pamt a more c earer picture for ou, because there are a 
9 whole erie of cons~derations A t  were included in there on 
10 tlle traffic issue. 
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I f  you don't mind, I'm goin to 
12 send tlus letter to you, I've just taken exce ts out of the 
13 letter. ~ * d  amreciate It. as I do for a~ memgrs of the 
14 Congress, a-rksponse id writing to the letter in writin 
1s MR. NEMFAKOS: YS, sir. we'll bs hnppy &; do 
16 that. - - -. - - - 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank yw very much, Mr. Nemfakor. 
18 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes sir. 
19 COMMISSIONER DAV~S: Thank you, Senator. 
20 C o m s s ~ o n e r  Cox. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. Mr. Finch, I 
22 apologize. I was in and out of the room. So if I'm asking 

Page 21K 1 1 you something you*ve already covered I a logiv in advance. 
2 But I am still a little bit co&bout 
3 measurin of capacity and whether we're correctly at the 
r right numkr 
s In your'capacit analysis for factors that 
6 influence it, do you A k  at fhings like airrrafi 
7 availability, instructor pilot shortages delays of primary 
8 student graduates as they come onto the base or whether 
9 periodic runway maintenance - are those kinds of things 

10 mncluded in the ca acit ? 
11 MR. F I N C ~ :  Vahpt we look at when we're looking at 
12 capacity are things that are inherent in the site i e l f  as 
13 opposed to, for example, number of students or instructors 
14 available,.which are really not inherent in the site but more 
15 a matter, m that example, of gfrsomelglicy. 
16 If you'd like, I can quic y .cad ough a list of 
17 the type of ca acitles that we cons~dered. 
18 COM~SSIONER COX: Okay 
19 MR. FINCH: First qff is airfieid operations, and, 
20 basically, an rurfjeld operation is one circuit around the 
21 pattern, if you w11, at an anfield. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: How do you get the number that 
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1 acceptable one. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. But the FAA, when they 
3 look at that, use past history, m other words not just a 
4 number that says on a beautiful day you coufd have 55 flights 
5 per hour or s o m e h  
6 MR. FINCH: s t  some point I will have to defer to 

IS clearly safety of fight 

In the methodology we used, we tried to 
16 w t  make it, you know, idiosyncratic but make it as a general 
17 methodology, for example, in airfield operations just to 
18 ensure that each of the sites concerned would be measured 
19 q d y .  
20 And as I mentioned, in that particular example, we 
21 used the FAA rules that govern how you conduct nrfield 
22 operations. 
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that. 

COMMISSIONER COX: But that then - I don't knov 
it's bad. Obviously, you have to look at something on that, 
but that might get you in a position if yy ' re  - depending 
on which wuldow ou use - 

GENERAL I~LUME: Well, ~hras to Is. Y- is a 

Pa e 247 I I d&rmines the aircraft - airfield operations? Is it b d  
1.2 on some ast number? 
J MZ FINCH: It's based on - from the Joint Service 

p, this is based on a data call that we put out to the 
ices based on that. 

Now, it t u q  out in that particular number that 
7 the services, artlcularl between the Atr Force and the 
8 Navy, + se htly dig-t assumptions in t- of how 
9 many clrcuits t%ey could make withq a &en ti* 
10 They have undp current practice, often dlffkrent 
I i roles in terms of spaclog between fllghts and that sort of 
12 thing. So in that particular number, d uap very important 
13 that we have an apples-to-apples companson across the 
14 services. 
15 So as a means of achieving this uniformity, what we 
16 did in that particular case was to draft some rules used by 
17 the FAA, which govern the rate at which aircraft can circle 
18 throu h a pattern. 
19 $ in that particular case we, a h  rsceivin 
20 idqnnation hqm the. services.and a great deal ohiscussion 
21 decided that usmg this rule with respect that the FAA uses 
22 that governs aircraft in the area of an airfield would be an 

p r a t y Z G & s s ~ o ~ ~ ~  COX: ~broe? 8 
9 GENERAL BLUME: Three or ten. 
10 . . .  COMMISSIONER COX: Oh, I'm sorry. I thought you 

Page 25C 
I aircraft. Another is sup ly and storage having to do wth 
2 various ability to - y o u ~ o w ,  for example, in POL and that 
3 sort of tfun 
4 And f k n  also housing in terms of the ability to 
5 provide hoilsing for families as well as sin le members of the 
6 service.. So those are the lype of capacity 8imensions that 
7 we w n s ~ d e d .  
8 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Well, if ou. wouldn't 
9 mind providmng the m r d  with some more d t a d  on how the 
10 FAA measures in and therefore you all measure in. General 
1 1  Bloom ou~shook our head there for a minute 011 - 
12 O ~ N I ~ ~ A L  &ME: In essence, though, agreeing, 
13 because all ai ace is FAA airspace. 
14 COM M ~ S I O N E R  COX: kght  
IS G E N I i W  BLUME: We born& it for a time to use 
16 whenever we can. I have a quick note on that. It's like 
17 Mr. Finch as said - and I was not in the Joint Cross Service 
18 Grou but General Profitt was, and his information to me was 
19 that %ey did use windows; in other words, t h e  years for 
20 look back and for weather as much as ten years. 
21 COMMISSIONER COX: Sure. 
22 GENERAL BLUME: So that was the way they captured 

- - 
11 said three - 
12 GENERAL BLUME: Whether it's ten. It was different 
13 dependin upon which on? you looked a!, and probably, if you 
I4 went bat% ten years on urfield operahons, ~t mbabl 
15 wouldn't be that wnsistent with what we're &ing A;. 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: I don't know. That's why m 
17 trying to fi re out whether some of these factors would have 
la been m c l u a ,  and I aps if they did use the number of 
19 operations, they may E v e  been mcluded, but we'll get the 
20 information on how that number got - 
21 If I could just ask ou a couple questions about 
22 Reese Air Forre Base, d e n e d  Bloom, the Lubbock, Texas, 

J 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Ma be you could just 
2 provide the actual formula that was &from the FAA, that 
3 would be great. 
4 MR. FINCH: Yeah. We'd be ha y to do that. 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. F m  sorry. Others? 
6 MR. FINCH: Let's see, airspace, in terms of what 
7 is the volume of airspace that you would have available in 
8 order to conduct t r a m  tions. 
9 COMMISSIONE~ E: And that's just the militaq 
lo airspace? 
1 1  MR. FINCH:. Yes. It would be airspace that would 
12 be avmlable for rmll traming, whch - 
13 COMMISSION% COX: Even if it were under FAA 
14 control? 
IS MR. FINCH: Yes. Right. Ground training in terms 
I6 of two dimensions. One is classroom ca acity, another in 
17 terms of simulators that would be availa8e. A fourth area 
18 is ramps, aprons and-taxiways. This is, you know, sort of 
19 the maneuver space, d you w11, on the ground, and you'd 
!o . to be able to 1 9 %  and move aircpft. 

Another capaclty 1s hangar ca aclty, the ability to 
h o w ,  indoor space to be a b l  to store and mamtain 

- 
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1 community, a wrently, has offered to rchasc and then lease 
2 back some o h e  housin the hmighousing as we11 as a 
3 40,000 foot hao at  bock lafernational. 
4 DO thm: o F m  make you a an dlfferentl 
I about the Air Force decision? Are yo" &ow at Jem? 
6 GENERAL BLUME: Almost h d  of hfe bribes. No, 
7 ma'am. Those o f f e ~  we did not wnsider and were not a part 
8 of our anal sis nor d ~ d  we wnsider them m any wa . 
9 COM~ISSIONER COX: Would it make any d i d m c e  ?n 
lo when we settle on the d t a q  value as 622, would that brmg 
11 the cost down some? 
12 GENERAL BLUME: Well, I suppose if we got in a 
I3 bidding war then each one of the bases would try and do 
14 s o m e h  , hut no, ma'am. It would probably influence it, 
15 but I woJd sa that shouldn't be a considerahon m our 
16 deliberations, 1 don't believe. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. *d you're not reviewing 
la whatever these offers were? 
19 GENERPd, BLUME: N( 
20 COMMISSIONER CP' , I : you. 
21 COMMISSIONER ner Cc n e b ,  please. 
22 COMMISSIONER oom, other UPT 
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1 from the aspect if there was a potential data problem that 
2 was 7 it was looked at, All.the airspace was added u . The 
3 gditlonal areas were given m there. Reese still had 
4 mrspace than an of the other bases. 
5 COMMISSrONeR COWELLA: +though Reese mntab  a 
6 smaller volume of PI ace its proxirm .Ed is 
7 lers than some other% b. wb %?th?$%rtx 
8 m-e ipo distance to the lead-ing edYge of avadable 
9 trauung arspace rather than to ~ t s  eo hic center, and 
lo wouldn't Ltus more properly refldacEffl ight training 
1 1  practice? 
12 GENERAL BLUME: And that was a problem that they 
13 called our attention to. In two of the functional areas it 
14 was measured incorqctl . That we went back and corrected, 
15 but that was in the Au Arce database. 
16 The Air Force database was not used in develop the 
17 Criteria One numbers. The database that was used in that was 
18 a Joint Cross Service database, and those were wrrect. 
19 Those distances measured were correct. 
20 So the value, I would e y  from the Joint Cross 
21 Service Group back to the h r  fierce was a valld and accurate 
22 value. 
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1 The UPT Joint Cross Service Group concluded, 
2 however, that smce flight screenmg reduces attnhon m the 
3 primary U l T  phase, it does have an impact on UPT capacity and 
4 wncluded - and was included. 
5 In the alternatives produced b the computer model, 
6 the flight somning function was movdout of Hondo and the 
7 Air Force Academy. Your group, however, chose to disregard 
8 this result. 
9 How does the functional value analysis of fli ht 

10 screening help distinaish the relative rneri-ts of u%T bases 
11 when the base has no rntent to conduct a flight screesung at 
12 a UPT base? 
13 MR. FINCH: To begin with, in our analysis, we 
14 included flight screening more as a matter of completeness 
15 and had as a result a great deal of discussion both with 
16 respect to the Navy and the Air Force in terms of a variety 
17 of ways that one can perform the general function of 
18 determining prior tq actually entermg in+ flight trainin 
19 whether or not candidate students are gomg to be adapln%le 
20 and suitable for those courses of instruction. 
21 After a great deal of discussion, basically, what 
22 we concluded was that each of the services, as you point out, 

Page 255 ' 1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Several questions.relat.ing 
2 to the weather, again at Reese. Why was rcent of tlme m 
3 the ceiling on visibility are better than I,& feet and 3 
4 miles away given any weight in the analysis when it is 1,500 
5 feet and 3 mles that represents a key weather decision 
6 factor in conducting h r  Force flight trainin operations? 
7 GENE- BLUME: I would haye to dekr this uestion 
8 to the Joint Cross Service Grou whch developed %e 
9 lqethodolo and the analysis gat was perfo.med. I could 
10 give you a x y  Bloom answer, but I don't thmk that would be 
1 1  appro riate. 
12 f thinlr that those - in answer to that uestion, 
13 sir, if it has not already been answered, well be glad to 
14 present it for the record. 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: All right. We will ask 
16 that for the record, and also I have two other weather- 
17 related auestions I won't read, but we would like an answer 

I I I 
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1 bases own or control more airspace than Reese Air Force Base 
2 but much of this airspace is not necessarily usable for UP? 
3 activities. 
4 Was Reese Air Force Base downgraded because it 
5 lacks actual ownership and wntrol of uired airspace even 
6 though access to the ursp.co 1t use8 ~O%PT t n i ~ l n ~  
7 activ~ties is unimpeded and lacks any encroachment problems? 
8 GENERAL BLUME:. Sir, all the airspace at every one 
9 of the bases supports the rmsslon, and there 1s enough 

10 airspace at every Air Force base to su port the mission 
I I that s oing on there now and would in the future. 
12 h e  ampace thsf was in wntention at R-. 
13 However - you know, some airs probably say, 
14 if i t9 .  closer in, is be+ tbro E~LEo"iT":,~takes you 
15 less tune b do 0 ~ 1  job. 
16 But probaby more - not mbably, but actually, 
17 the more PI ace that youWouPd have, to a certain extent., 
18 would c e a y  be b e f i c d ,  because assuming we're gomg 
19 to tr+. more pilots m the future or we have. surge 
20 capability you may they'd that add~t~opal +space. 
21 So the quantlty does have some srgntficance as far 
22 as importance. The rurspace as Reese was looked at again 
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1 have different methods for being able to conduct flight 
2 screenmg and +at there was no strong, wmpellm evidence 
3 to say one service was better, had a better approa& than the 
4 other. 
5 So failing any compelling argumentation evidence 
6 one way or another, the group concluded that was best to 
7 m a m b ~ ~  the slatus quo with r t to that p t l c d a r  
8 function of fligh! .screexung, a n z v e n  the a- emen@ that 
9 were made for srtmg at those as well seemed to & sensible. 
10 So as a result when we actually began using the 
11 linear rogram model in order no develop alternatives, the 
12 thin &at seemed to make sense was to just go ahead and say, 
13 you Low,  with respect to the Air Force, you know, they y$ 
14 continye using fli ht screening as a means of determmmg 
15 suitability of can&a+ student and that the siling that 
16 they're apparently usmg made sense. So we just settled it 
17 that wav. 

18 to that. - 
19 GENERAL BLUME: All right, sir. 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA; Mr. Finch, why did the UPT 
21 Joint Cross Servlce Group functional analysis on1 measure 
22 adequacy of housing and not whether it met Air &ce Whole 
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1 House Standards, a superior method, for measures the 
2 condition on future cross requirements in military family 

: housinfik. FINCH: h d  that, sir, is one that I will 
5 likewise have to take for the record. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General Bloom, a lot has 
7 beem learned about conducting jomt primary trammg at 
8 Reese, as was mentioned by Commissioner Montoya. How has 
9 this exprience or how was this experience factored, weighted 
10 or wnsidered in the anal sis to close a.UPT base? 
1 I GENERAL B L ~ E :  I don't thdc that this was 
12 considered at all as far as the functional value is 
13 concerned, and there is no measures as far as the DoD 
14 criteria that would capture that particular element, sir. 
IS COMMISSIONER C.0RNELI.A: Mr. F i h ,  I underst.od the 
16 hr Force o r a e  a flight screenin ro ram to identify 
17 sultable stugnt dot candidales for%? The Navy screens 
18 by means other.l$n a fli ht rogram. The 4 For= 
19 contended that me~udin~lgBL~Et scree.nin withm the scope of 
r the Joint Cross $ervice Gmup w o i d - u n n d l y  
21 comphcate the analysls of UPT base capac~ty and funchonal 
22 value. 

18 C~MMISSIONER CORNELLA: .mat you're saying is you 
19 do nqt feel that the ~nclusion of the fllght s c r m g  
20 constltute~ a flaw m the process? 
21 MR. FINCH: Absolutely not. In terms of the 
22 alternatives that we provided for the wnsideration of the 
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military departments, in retrospect, whether we included 
: flight screening or not would not have changed those 
: alternatives, and while you know, the de artments should 

themselves, f would anhci ate &at they would also 
t flight screening did not aiect their 
dations. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank ou, Commissioner 

, 5 Comeh. Again, I beg your indulgence, Mr. 8emfakos. What , o I'd like you to do is submit for the record, if you will, the 
I analysis on strike ilot training rates. 
s MR. NEM$AKOS: yes, sir 
-I COMMISSU.lNER DAVIS: 'I%& are some that felt that 

13 your perc,enta es were a little tight, and I'm worried about /; the ca aclty. h a t ' s  one thmg 
1 2  %R. NEMFAKOS: Y&, sir. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Fich, one fiial question, 
-1 and then we'll. move on to @e next.grou . This Commission 
3 has the authority to add additional m d a t i o n s ,  and we 
must add them rior to May 17th 

Some of &e added mtallat~ons maY be reviewed for 
1: cross-service potential. Obviously, there are allegations 
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1 - that the services have been a little tight with their data, / 1 but my concern is would ou be able to do on that short 

r notice a gather the data A m  the services, generate the 
A appropriate COBRA and other data to assist this Commission in 
- its review, which will be a very short b e  from the 17th of 1 i May untd the 30th of June? 

1 - MR. FIN.CH: ertarnly, in rinciple, we'd be 
I prepared to ass~st YOU I. any way & we can. In t e r n  of I r whu is technically feasible, it ra l ly  depends on what 

I 11 specifics you're a s b g  for. 
If ~t were a matter of going through, for exam le, 

-other data call that uued your p l u g  out to thegases 
askin for certified%ta, I mean, that was certainly a (e for us, and there may be problems with 

- 
1 In terms of exercising methodology and other 

I -- thinf, dsgsnding on what .psitically your needs are, we may 
I - I  we be a le to rovide - 
I 11 COMMIS&ONER DAVIS: Then I'd be happy with your 

that you'll be prepared to go full speed ahead.and 
whatever data, because we want the best possible 

the best possible decisions. 

I J 
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1 you Edward R., I guess. Would you gentlemen please rise and 
2 raise your right hand? 
3 (Pant:l sworn.) 
4 . COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank ou. Dr. Martin, in 
s tlus day of ex- hospital beds througf!out the country and 
6 all the mergers and consolidations that are taking place in 
7 the private sector, wkch are, of course, in order to 
8 economtze and consolidate special cares, I do not understand 
9 or we don't understand wh more was not done to reduce our 

10 hospital structure in the mi i taq  services, realizing, of 
1 1  course, the need to rovide superior medical services, the 
12 need for additional geds in time of rnulti le enga ements and 
13 the costs associated with CHAMPUS, an$ so ford 
14 And ~nany gf the questions I ask, kmd of, go 
15 to this general mt. So let me begm wth the first 
16 uestion, whicfi'm sure you're, kmd of, anticipating, and 
17 %at has to do with the Sm Antonio area. 
18 And if I could specifically, we have Chart Number 
19 1, which chose the S+ Antomo, Texas, area, apd we can see 
20 from this chart that it is home to two large medical centers 
21 and r large number of civilian ho itals. 
22 'Ibs appears to be an exq?e of an opportunity to 
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1 eliminate as substantial portion of excess capacity and 
2 indeed the Air Force facility Wilford Hall was on the Joint 
3 Service Group list of realignment alternatives, yet neither 
4 facili is on the Department of Defense list. 
5 X w l d  you mmd commentmg, Doctor, on why this is 
6 so? 
7 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to 
13 prefae it yith commenting on- our obyxvation about 
9 comlidation, because I t h k  16s v important. 
lo m e n  our ~oint work p u p  m7-k the 
I I identification otalternatives fol mfrastru+ure reduction, 
12 there had already bpn a very sizeable actlyity @at we had 
13 acmmplished, and m that regards were qu~te  different than 
14 other arts of the other .pint working 
1s & Q? case of medl.d, we actu&s,Pv"i the 
16 responsibility for managmg the Defense Health ro ram. Wc 
17 have the money. So for example, the Army, Navy, k kmce 
18 budgets for health care delivery essent~ally are managed 
19 dirstl  b the health affairs - the Defense health program 
20 in the &flee of the Secretary of Defe-. 
21 So we've had much-more aggressive opportunity in 
22 the past to make changes I. reducmg excess capacity. 
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I MR. FINCH: Absolute1 , G e n e  Davis, and we 
: enainfy support that and will hp you m any ways that we 
I can. 
A COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Finch. I 

iate your time and that of the witn-, and we'll : : K t h i s  portloq. I'll turn it over to Co-ssloner Khng - for the next 
f COMGZ;O"$ER KLING: Next we will hear testimony 
1 from the Medical Joint Cross Service Grou and we are 

?I vileged to have with us Dr. Edward D. Bartin, welcome 
A. - k r ,  Principal D u Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
z Health Affairs whoPe&d the group 

We will be ' Commissioners questions as soon as I 
1. have sworn in ~ r .  p& and any other backup witnesses. k e  
L: there an Doctor? 
:r D$. MARTIN: There will be one 
7- COMMISSIONER KLING: Well, if &ere is, would you 
:f all please rise, whoever is joining ou? Perhaps that 
1% gentleman would cue to sl right 6rward here. And your 
2: name is sir? 

~ k .  PONATOSKI: Edward R. Ponatoski. 
COMMISSIONER KLWG: Edward R. - we'll just call 
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I s i f iul l  , we c l o d  35 percent of our hospiitrls. d * v e  
2 a&y lDduced the number of expanded beds by almost 48 
3 percent. 
4 p a t  becqmes important that w h ~  our requirements 
5 are a little blt cbfferent than other requlfement for 
6 infrastruchm. While the active du force, in fact, has 
7 come down by 30 percm! since 198, the bemeficiary 
8 population we're responsible for has only come down by 90 
9 percent. 

lo So relative to the numbers of le that we serve 
11 or continue to serve through the enEPYear 2000, there has 
12 been a dramatic reduction m the number of beds available 
13 within our s stem in CONUS and worldwide. 
14 ~pecif?caIly, in that context, looking at the 
15 recommendation as an alternative that we posited to the Air 
16 Force - and it's not the first time there has been a 
17 question about 'Wilford Hall and Brooke, as you well know, 
18 essentially what you have is a situation where you have a 
19 major Air Forct: mediwl.center, in fact, t& major medical 
20 center for the Air Force m a very heavy h r  Force po ulated 
21 area with large numbers of active duty, dependents o?active 
22 duty. 
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I or other ho itals are doing that ou know very well and 
2 that will be%e consolidation of ~uplicateservices. $or 
3 example, we mtend to do no more obstetrics and neonatal 
4 intensive cafe at Brooke. 
5 We w~ll  take that capacity and probabl expand our 2 6 ca ability at Darnell, which is a very large ependent of 
7 %eve duty population needs augmentation, and essentially 
8 systematically move thugh the services as we've done in the 
9 national u jtol region where we also have two major medical 

1 1  be du licated as these two are. 
10 centers wI$ the same distance, essenhally, that used to 

12 %e*ve &em able to 8ccom lish comlida!ion of all 
13 the eidences here OF plan by. 1897 and, essentially, the 
14 reduction of all duplicate serv~ces. 
15 This was what the Army and the Air Force felt was 
16 the appropriate way to "ri htrsimm or reduce-excess and 
n duplicat~ve capacity, and fthmk the plan is, m fact, 
1 8 superior, parttcularly given the unique roles those two 
19 facilities serve in trauma training and a q j o r  role .they 
20 serve m San Antorno for trauma care, which is an important 
2 1 part of our trainin . 
22 So we feel $1 the alternative proposed 
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I subspecialty surgery for the United States Air Force, and 
2 !hilt's not simply and wards. That's an entire 
3 mstallation ca abili 
4 COMMI!SION%~ KL.LNG: To just not belabor the issue. 
5 and I'm om to et on wth  ?t - 
6 D#. dmfi~: Yes slr. 
7 COMMISSIONER &DIG: -just one last uestion or 
8 that sub'ect. Is i! not pospiblq, however, to close &ford 
9 Hall and e v e r y h g  that is &mg taken lace there, move it r: 10 to Brooks or et from the pnvate sector. 

I I DR, M ~ T I N :  I thq& our current lqssssment this 
12 time that is not the appro *ate pro r y t i c  j u d r t .  
13 Ma be it's my bias as a p% sician, ut we sort o l$e to 
14 scarfold much better than d e  cleaver, and we t+k the 
15 proposal we've coqe forward to is the coCOrrect one w e n  the 
16 milltary medical tral~llng requiremenp, gven the major 
17 effort taken by the two services. I thmk we stand by our 
18 current recommendation. 
19 COMMISSIONER KLING: However, again, to what ou're 
20 stating, however. thou h, it was your recommendation to & 
21 Wilford Hall into a Ainic, as opposed to - 
22 DR. MARTIN: No. Our list was a bit different. 
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1 effectively accomplished the intent of the Joint Working 
2 Group. 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: I guess we could look and say, 
4 though, in San Antonio, as a total, there quite an excess bit 
5 of hospital bed, c o y t ,  private and -- if you added the 
6 private and milita 
7 DR. MART%: I would kve-to defer to a local 
8 plannin activit for that determtnation. 
9 C~MMI&IONER KUNG: If there is that excess 

10 ?pacity m the rivate sector, +d if one of these hospitals 
I I 1s only one halfneeded, would it have not made sense to 
12 continue on with your recommendation a little faster and 
13 stronger, sa , to close - to make a clinic operation out of 
14 Wilford ~ a i  and o forward in that nxpner? 
15 DR. MART~N: Well, the nght time to add- that 
16 issue, ve candidly was before we built Brooke Army Medical 
17 Center. ? muo, if ou had asked m o inion rior to 
I8 building a $400 m i o n  brand new &ihy at %. Antonio, 
19 whether, in fact, we should -- 1ike.the Army is doing now in 
20 other places, purchase that capabilit from excess 
21 infrastructure in the private sector, {would have said that 
22 sounds like a much better idea, particularly for level 2 
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1 You also have, essentially, a b q d  new facility,. 
2 state-of-the-art facility that's been b d t  for the Army m 
3 that comrnuni If an action had been taken, we would have 
4 wanred to seeki l  ford Hall, as the much older fserlity, 
5 reduced considerably, and that would only work if Brooke Arm 
6 Medical Qnter then could have become, essentially, the k r  
7 Force medical center there. 
8 We tuet with both the Air Force and the Amy, and 
9 the real crucial issue is du lication. And as we have done 

1 0  or seen m many commuru~es across the count essentially, 
i i it was decided that we needed about 130 to i5Ybrcen.t of-the 
12 beds that we had, and the much smarter way of c o n s o h b g  
13 our ca ability was to dramatically change how we did work at 
14 both gcilities. 
IS In fact, as of last week, based on this exercise, 
16 all the graduate medical eduwon at the two major medical 
17 centers, which makes them the uqi ue centers in .that area, 
18 will be r-hdsttxi complet+y F%gratal and, rn fact, 
19 ultimately lutegrated with Umvqrsity of Texas at San 
20 Antomo. So one of the great dnvers for duplicabon will be 
21 gone. 
22 The second set of changes or what other facilities 
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1 We, essentially, put forward to the three services 
2 alternatives for consideration and, in fact, we had not 
3 assessed military value directly in regards to installations. 
4 And so our process allowed for, then, ific discussion of 
r the alternatives proposed, some of whic=e services 
6 accepted some of which we found better alternatives in the 
7 process for the three services. So I think the Department's 
8 current recommendation is the correct one. 
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Our staffers have 

10 viewed what might be considered overlapping areas throughout 
I 1 the country where we have a number of s e l l  ho ltal 
i t  clusters, I m ht say, wthm a 50- to 100 rmle aus. 
13 In fact,f believe there are 56 hospitals that are 
14 smaller than 50 beds, not that that's the importaqt thing 
15 here,, but onq would thmk that there would be pnme 
16 candid$es. withm these clusters for mergers and 
17 conwlidations, and I refer to such areas, as we're passing 
18 out and that are up hen, these circles would be lke  the 
19 area of Fort Sill, which has 100 beds, where there is also 
20 Tinkzr Air Force Base with 25 beds, Altus seven beds, 
21 Sheppard with 80 beds and also, then we have a lot - we 
22 have a number of the maps of the diffkrent areas showing 
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1 beds. 
2 It's also important to point out that except for 
3 'IJTSA and at least one of the rivate hospitals, the type of 
4 facilities that we are concerns about obtaining our services 
5 are very specialized, and, in fact, the on1 other hospital 
6 that du licates is a medial center is U T ~ A .  
7 \Revre talkjn about very sophisticated procedures 
8 Probably the worl% class burn center in the entire worldeis 
9 run at Brooke, liver transplants done at Wilford Hall. So 

10 we're talking about just not simply sqvpro feqt: .We're 
11  talkin about the quah of the n rps twe  fachties. 
12 f think that our p%losophy, as we are looking to 
13 the future, is, in fact, reflected m our MILCON budget. We 
14 are building no more lar e hospitals in our FYDP, and, in 
15 fact, we are looking at p f aces where we need augmentation of 
16 be& to the private sector to the extent even of renting 
17 wards or parts of hospitals to carry that out. 
18 I thu$ we made .the co-t udgmpnt in regards to 
19 the two ex?s~mg facdities II(IcU1'arlY iven then very 
20 unique tmmm nsib&es for bod the Amy but 
21 especially for f h x r  ~orce .  
22 'Ilus is the major training facility for 
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: fact - that you should make the services provide them or you 
3 should buy the services. 
3 What we're seemg is a fair1 signifi-f change in 
1 the character of how we dehver tie care withm our 
5 facilities. For example, the Air Force has stopped doing 
I ency services m 11 ho itals, closed 17 others. 
7 ?e Navy is in the ddv of makink judgment 

about downs&mg five hospi s to clmcs. .We ve cut out 
9 obsetnc services m the last year to three Au Force 
11 hospitals. A fourth almost certainly we will approve and cut 
I it oat, as a matter of fact. as Maxwell. 
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1 base near families. 
2 It's a lot like they're doing in large cities, 
3 which is, essential1 , leaving a surprising amount of the 
4 capital investment &ere but dramatically changes how they 
5 use those facilities. 
6 The crucial thin is the access is reasonable, but 
7 at the same time you fon't have duplicative specialty care. 
8 I mean, what ou do no! want in our s stem IS competitive 
9 departments of surge m your 30- andl 100-bed example you 
lo just used. That woulTbe u n a ~ t a b l e .  
11 COMMISSIONER KLING ut sometime. as vou went 
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1 a m d  Beale, Travis and Mather where there are two small 
1 hospitals - and I'm sure I'm not tellin you an thin you 
; d m  t know - where ou have Travls %avin I& be% 

And of course, T guess we might add k t  here & 
e D.C. area we have a similar situation that I think we 
cm't et into right now. ra: 

7 I understand, maybe through the budget process 
3 yoa're considering some realignment or clustering and the 

merger, consolidation of these areas, and if so, would you 
o plase dacribc what you intend to do and where and what tune 
; period this might be done and why you've decided to do it 
7 thmu h the bud et rocess as opposed to BRAC? 
3 %R. M&&: The central tenant of that is the new 

that, essentially, we're standing up called T r i m .  : RFEZmmittee is a m  or the commissron n aware, we*, 
6 recently adopted a new HMO type approach, very heavy 

privatization, dependence on the private sector and the 
rn expects that those contracts will be !dly : P T L m t e d  by the end O ~ F Y  '97. 

:3 And it's comparable to what HCA or Humana or Kaiser 
.:I or those kind of companies do. What you basically do is 
'3 assess your product lines. You make judgments about where in 
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1 ven uickly is the pharmacy and the hospital, probably more 
2 quldgy. And I.thdc how we do that becomes very, very 
3 ~mportant. I thmk we've learned a lot of BRAC I throu h 
4 111, and I think the way we're doing it now is the correcf 
5 way to do ~ t .  
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Last question from me on just 
7 ~s same subject. Could we just take an example such as the 
8 Beale, Travis and Mather where you hap n to have - withim 
9 40 miles you have a nine-bed hosp/tal w i i  30 that was up 
10 here and a 195-bed hospltal? Specrfically what do you mtend 
1 1  to do there and when and how? 
12 DR. MARTIN: The me-bed hospital, essentially, is 
13 wmk a di . I mean, it's, essentially, a su r 
14 clmc wfh an hold le ovemight so you Lp 
15 them with uleir famly or oo Kgase .  
16 You move to not p~vrding lab, X ray, pharmacy, 
17 blood bank at mght. So lt essenttally, becomes analogous . So it realiy isn't a hospital. We call d t: ~ h " , ~ F K l i t  really. isn't. 
20 ~ n d  then, essentially, what you do i,s, foy the 30- 
21 bed hospital, you just use rt for more routme lunds of 
22 missions where you want to keep particularly dependents on 

I Page 273 
I : see being right-sized down.wa$ with Carson, I think, assumlng 
I : much more of a 
I : In fact. I ~~ ; ' f ' . k .  that with Wilford Hall 

So we have a pro&, and essentially what the 
is driven by is the populati~n we tak? care of, the 

~ s t i v e s  of bu m that care, um ue msslon 
3 mmiderations, 3 6  &-mile access 01 emergency rooms and 
4 other kind of ca abilities. - So we f d t h a t  since we're almost tlways in the 
3 Air Force and mostly in the Navy, essentdly, tenant- 

r l  spasored. I mean, we're a pa* of a bigger organization. 
21 We, actually, are downsizing many of those 
:r facilities m the of large base achvities. The ood 
*3 example on our llst IS the Air FOM Academy, wkch we will 

j and Brooke.. The p&as that we feel as much better to carry 
3 that out is along product lines, like obstetrics, like 
i surpery like emergency, and mdeed, I think, including and - e q k i d y  the national itol region where we think we 

o w  to close the ho lt3s we're closmg. 
1 Where we turnxem .into cliqics, .we tum % Cto 

?I clinics. Where we stop dom semces m those facllihes - 
:: like obstetrics at Walter ~ e e f  we are going to stop doing - 
II it makes ood sense in regards to the patients, where they 
-! are and w%at their .requirements are. 
: i We found tips process has resul.ted.in a very 
2 substanhal reduction of our beds, redrstnbutlon of our 
:i le, particul91y between mihtary.and civilian, and 
:- m y ,  we f ~ l  lt s a lot more sensltrve way or a pmpriate 
:! way to deal wth the health care facilities, f' 

veo tbe very stmn feeling on the part OR? arly < kfici tyies,  prticiarly active duty dependents, about 

12 around, you tiidn't see this happening yet? Is this happening 
13 now? 
14 DR. MARTIN: Oh, yes, sir. The example I used in 
15 the Air Force, 17 closuns, 11 emergency rooms closed, 4 
16 obstetric de a m t s  closed. 
17 COM~ISSIONER KLING: Has that been done 
18 ificall in just these three we were just talking 
19 a c u t  - dather, Beale and Tqvis? 
20 DR. MARTIN: In the me-bed, bo$ emergenc 
21 obstetncs are gone, and I I we're movlng from a &HO 
22 accredited hospital to, essentially, what we call a super 
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clinic with still the capability like we'll keep at the 
academy. 

I mean, ou need the abili to admit people 
overnight, to d;ve some ca abl lg  to see them, because 
they're mssion-related, an8 you want to try to keep them on 
the base with the dependents. 

At the same time, you don't duplicate any specialty 
services, and that's the crucial du lication. You can see 
from the numbers I gave you, wig a 9 percent ds- in th, 
beneficial pulation that our normal beds are down by 43 
percent. ?mean we've seen a re dramatlc reductron. 

COMMIS~ONER a&: ?!m sure one of the other 
Commissioners will go throu h a chart that we have showing 
the beds and so forth, but 1'1?tum it over to Commissioner 
Cornella. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Tbank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Martin, the Commssion has been recervin many letters 
from peo le worried about thnr access to healt% care 
serv~ces 8 their mill hospltal closts. "X, Most of these le rs come from ~ t j r e e s  man of 
whom are over age 65 and no longer elrpble #or C~AMPUS 
Beyond their womes with access, many of these letters talk 

- - : particular-service. 

'v When the close a base, the one thing we hear about 
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I the latest brwhuq I saw was published in 1989 by the knitex 
2 States Army. So ~f you were a rebred sergeant, ou would 
3 vividly recollect being told among the F-11s wgy you ough 
4 to om up for another four to SIX years is thls, thls, h s ,  
5 an4 this. 
6 And ve high on that list, and.+ ou got older, 
7 higher and h lze r  on 9 t  Lst, was thts i& of +medical 
8 care. So I thmk the dilemma that we face 1s there 1s an 
9 absolute fact that the Congress has had to face in re ards to 

lo  the b e f i t s  like the harmacy benefit and other kin% of 
1 I unique problems in ~ R A c  uees is. thqt $ere is a very ood 
12 case that could be made that these mdlv~duals were tolf 
13 somethin . 
14 In fact, it was not in the statute, They did not 
15 have an Inalienable n ht to that, but ~t didn't chan e their 
16 feelin when it was &en away. What we've tri& do is 
17 adapt fairly aggressively to trying to create sometlun m 
18 those cornmumties when we do close hospitals, whis ,  as I 
19 inted out, are not inconsiderable in number, some mechanism 
20 which care can be provided to those retirees wpich at 
21 least 1s reasonable but certainly not free and certainly not 
22 in a military treatment facility. 
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1 COMMI~~IONER CORNELLA: WOUM YO" p~ease facrib 
2 what you see as the impact of closures and reall ents on 
3 the users of closed or realigned hos~itals as welKanv DoD 

r 

1 4 or service programs that G l l  be puf in place to mitigab the 
I 5 impacts on t h k  le? 

- 
1 6 DR.  MAR^ Well, our current hope is that we 

7 will, essentiallv, be able to create both in the areas where 
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1 in ve h w f e l t  terms about promises of lifetime medical 
2 care gat  wlI be broken wtb  the claw of a hospital. 
3 Wogd you. .lease tell us who is enhtled to care in 
4 DoD med~cal facihles? 
5 DR. MARTIN: Well,. I can tell ou both statutorily 
6 and in the basis of the enesls of your fetters. 
7 r e g q d l e  to Title X, tfe statuk, essentially, d l  the epre 
8 that IS, m fact, avmlable to r e t m  over the age of 65 1s 
9 spa? availnble care; said differently, if you can get into a 

l o  rmlitpr fac111ty. 
11 or those CHAMPUS-eligible dependents of active 
12 duty and retirees, if they cannot get space-available care, 
13 whlch is the statutory provision, they have the right to use 
14 CHAMPUS which is, essentially, a program that we manage on 
15 their behalf. 
16 Now, that's the statutory framework. It's also 
17 absolutely correct that the clear preponderance of people who 
18 served in the late '40s to now, when they reenlisted and in 
19 their enlisted documents - we've p t  any number of documents 
20 e a t  have been sent @to is - they have been promised a 
21 l~fetlme of free med~cal care. 
22 I mean, it was right - and as a matter of fact, 

8 we have hospiMs and in areas where we used to have 
9 hospitals the equivalent of an HMO option, sort of like a 

l o  Kaiser option where they can have a primary care mana er, 
I I where they have the same scope of benefits, where t h e y b e  
12 very low cost shares, where, if they were Medicare ell ~ble 
I3 and not CHAMPUS eli ible, hopefully we*= working with ~ H S  sc 
14 that an penalties for$* B can be wgved. 
15 $ongresr has prov~ded a mechmsm by which we can 
16 provide majl order pharmacy to Medicare.ellgibles in their 
17 area. Our mtent~on IS to first - the most 
I8 categories statutorily are active duty, de %n%: active 
19 duty, and by the way, some numbers of%ose stay. 
20 In fact, some numbers of those individuals are in 
21 areas where we have no hospitals. We have been working to - 
22 recruiters are the classic example of that, of course. 
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1 We've been working to make au. that what they%ave 
2 access to is no more expensive as accessible as our mditary 
3 treatment facilities if they lived close by, and to the 
4 extent e a t  can with retiree populationg at least-to stand up 
5 alternatives that are, whlle cost-effectwe, prov~de the 
6 access and quali of those kind of services with not a 
7 significant out-o -pocket wst. 
8 

r 
Remember& that wh+ ou o to a military 

9 treatment facil~ iks, -ntlal&, ee, the cost 
10 differences, pa~%cularl~ when you get infoM+jcare,. the 
1 1  awera e out-of-pocket cost for a Medicare mdlv~dualls over 
12 $1,& 
13 And to go from going to, for the want of an 
14 exam le, Carswell where it was zero when you got admitted. to 
15 all ofa sudden on the average bein 3 000 uires qurte a 
16 bit of work on our part to create al&&tives"%at are 
17 reasonable. That's quite a sizeable change in the impact on 
18 that po ulation. There is no uestion about it. 
19 &MMISSIONER CORNSLLA: Well, Commissioner K h g  
20 and I were in Denver on Friday, and I can assure you we met 
21 u .close and personal many concerned people, Commissioner 
22 16,, even more so. 

- - -  
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I At many times I wish a lot of you folks were at 
1 2 some of these base visits so we wuld introduce you and 

3 explain our part in the process. 
4 DB. MARTIN: ~ c t ~ y ,  .this is my foufih yepr pl 
5 base clo.sures, and I would subrmt that possibl exqept for 
6 the. C3amnan I have spol a very large mounrof tune wth 
7 retiree roups and other oups who were very uncomfortable 
8 and dpp about w h a l ~ t .  is the driving force behind 
9 BRAC andthat is the DoD iofrastructure is goin down. 

10 *e are not lanoin to fight Russia in a d war, 
I I and we don't nee8 this infrastructure anymore. So it's a 
12 tough process we're oing through. I think the Department is 
I3 trylog ve hard toeve yp to the commitment we believe 
I4 we've mTc to those rehrees as best as we wn. 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, I think we try to 
16 make that ex l ~ a t l o n  when we're m t.@e cornmum 
17 like to sa I Lnk we do a f u l y  good job of that. 
la Denver, Tor exam le - well - % and 

19 COMMISS~~NER KLING: Go ahead 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yeah. i',d like to ask one 
21 more question. In Denver, there are an amazm amount of 
22 tenants on that installat~on, that hospital, not refated 
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1 I necessaril to medical service. Did those tenants cope unde~ 
1 2 any coosiBerat1on lo the determmatlon to close Wtzxmmons? 

3 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. That's all I have. 
5 Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
6 ~YOMMISSIONER KLINO: Commissioner Cox, please. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank ou. I wonder if we could 
8 bring up Chart 2. Dr. Martin this c L  shows a current - not that one. 'hanks - current inventory of 

1; z&%c$itals and hospital beds in the United S t a h  
1 1  which was taken from the Joint Cross Services lineal 
12 programming model data set. 
13 In your vlew, does the Department need all of these 
14 hospitals and beds, and how many staffed and o ratmg 
15 milrtary hospital beds does the Department n& meet just 
16 the peacetime uirements? 
17 DR. MAR%: AS the GAO very and, I W, very 
18 succinctly pointed out, there is considerable difference of 
19 o inion about what are our requirements depending on how you 
20 &fme what those r ulrements are. 
2 1 The current ~ % R C  scenario, the bottomrvp review, 
22 is going to requlre us to have about 10,000 beds just to meet 

1 I 
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 277 - Page 282 



~ u l t i - P a g e ~ ~  
April 17, 1995 Base Realignment & Closur 

dents, et cetera. It sounds like it's under review, o i  
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that uirement. If you add onto that 

: care ?the active duty Reserve Guard z&rd"&9%~ 
who are still goin to 6e seeking care from us, that number 
n mu, above IS,&. 

If you then say +at you are p i n  to wntinue your VWg programs, whch are the basis5or both the 
/ - retention, recruitment and retention of particularly 

4 qxcial physicians, you get very close to the 15,000 or i 2 l 6 , o o o L .  
11 Now, the way that you have a lower requi~ment is 
- relative17 simple, and I .think lt goes to Commissioner 
2 Cornella s pomt IS that d we a11 of a sudden decided that 
3 we're not going to take care of any ret* or no Medicare 
.A reb;rees or d we o to wywe're not gong to take care of 
3 the dependents ofthe s ~ l d l t ? ~ ~  who are deployed, then you 

1 11 need less beds. 
I -- The Department's feeling about that, as reflected 
I - t  m the last cou le times that we've been put in that 
9 position, sout.f~west Asia being the bi gest, is that, in fact, 

tation is, A, we take care of%mdties; B, we take ? eoF"farnilies; and C, we continue to take cars of as many = of the retirees as we can relative to our hospital structure. 
I 
I 
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In that case, our available beds invent0 which 1 : like I've said, is about half of what it used to%, is sued 
uirement. The debate gets into only do active duty or ; %l';%o casualties, then, of course, you need less w. 
That policy decision is not et made, and I thuik i +e GAO cqvered thqt pretty welfin .their summary, that there - IS a lot of hfference m those rejections. 

1 le, the 2 M R ~  estimate is b a d  on us 
J & ~ ~ t o " ~ ~ 1 0 , 0 0 0  beds. The Commander-in-Chief's in 

?I Korta public estimate and a land-based war over there is as 
1 -  'ligh as 100,000 casualtlm. 

WeQ, as ou know, we're not going to get 100,000 
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to war with Russia on the Euro n land continent, and we had 
30,000. The VA would p roGly  hoc up 10- or 12,000 
additional. 

We just were way short and the on1 way to make up 
those beds in case of that kind of catastrophs was to develop 
contingency arrangements with private hospitals, which we've 
had to discharge man of thelr atients. 

COMMISSIONE% COX: & o x  mntingencies are still in 
place? 

DR. MARTIN: Those contingencies be an @ fade away 
when the probabihty of oin to war WIL % w l a  faded away 
When oudon'tneed l & , d b e d s ,  youdon't have that 
particular - 

COMMISSIONER COX: But you still have contingency 
plans in lace? 

D% MARTIN: ~i ht now, NDMS s- up - we're 
g o 4  to particularly ~ ~ N D M S  for ialized h d  of 
surgery. Modem warfare, bluntly p F c m t e s  sort of 
targeted groups of casualties, for example, ophthalmologic 
injuries paqlcular kine! of neurosurgical insults. 

There is no ueshon that we're going to have to 
depend in a lot of%ifferent ways on those part~cular 
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1 those beds, which are in the thousands for very specialized 
2 kind of beds like spinal cord injuries. 
3 They have a network of extremely good capabilities 
4 in rosthetics, spinal cord injuries where our assum tion is 
5 if &at's the best lace to send our lo, we will p an on #' 
6 sendin them to &ose laces, and G P s  a part of our plan. 
7 EO~~MISSION~R COX: How about civilian beds in 
8 hospitals enrolled in the National Disaster Medical System? 
9 Are the counted? 
lo ~ f ; .  MARTIN: When we required - I was in the 
1 1  Public Health Service when NDMS was put to ether. When we 
12 required lOO,O!M beds, we depended very%eavily on that 
13 system to provlde those beds. A, fortunately, we never had 
14 to use it, but B, now the current expectation 1s that the 
15 military and the VA system can handle the ex ted casualties 
16 from at l w t  the current antici atqd M R ~ ?  
17 COMMISSIONER C O ~  I I somy. So we don't nee 
18 those that are - 
19 DR. MARTIN: We don't plan on usin4 those be& as 
20 yedid ip the '80s. The reason we did in the 8Os, very 
21 clvrlly 1s we needed 60,000 more beds that we had. 
22 $Ve anticipated a 100,000 bed requirement if we went 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

war mto 1 0 , ~  bods. SO there is a lot of dlvergmco 13 
what those uirement are. 14 

our c u a  estimate IS we need somewhere between Ir 
9- and 1 1,000 to meet pure1 military .requirements, and 16 

1 the rest take can of famlres ancrother actlve duty 17 
r t  personnel, and avrulable beds are pretty close to our current 18 

I -- J 
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1 .  DR. MARTIN: I think the policy. on movin certain 1 : F p s  of people outside of our fac~llhes has &en 

r un revlew for years. There have been proposals by the 
CDO b certain individuals, by some commissions which come i t  > d  to rmn to sa , basically, 'ust stop doing that. 

1 1  COMM~SIONER C&: Do you expect a dsision along - those lines, if it's oin 
I DR. MART&: f don't believe Con 

mtmim of telling three or four hundred ~ & d " v ~ & a n s  
?I  of WW II and Korea that we're n?t oing to get care m our 
:: hospitals anymore. I just don't thmf that's gomg to .- 
4 - .. - haTOMMISSIONER COX: Arc the Veterans Affain Medical 
la Centct beds counted as the wartime or peacetime requirements? 
t; DR. MARTIN: No. There are two types of our 
IT mpkements that we do count. Number one is that for all 
1- t he  clnultiar which we believe we cannot get back on 
I( active duty within 60 days, they're ra idly tnaged or moved 
ri to tbe Veterans Administration Ho i& 
-#' - So that is net of this number,%t k e  also net out 

y i rement .  The other requirement we take out is we (IC ependents on the Veterans Administration addition for 

I 
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2 just general be& we f e l  we've got the capacity to take care 
3 of our own. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. General Davis, 
6 Commissioner Davis. 
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: . Thapk you, Mr. Chairman. Of 
8 course, I have lots of concerns m this part~cular area. 
9 Bein one of the thee retirees up here, I can understand 
lo that,%ut there is one lhipg tha! you sud th?t is very 

. Med~cal care IS certcunly an imphed contract. :: $28 ou a ee with that, Dr. Martin? 
13 D&. ~ R T I N :  Yes, sir. 
14 COMMlSSIONER DAVIS: It's been an implied contract 
15 for a long time It's gettmg less mplied as we go alon 
16 and y k m  you recpit these oung folks to wme out a n % k  
17 soldiers, sulor;, urmm ancr~anne  Corps folks, you sort 
18 of - you go up to them, and if you were a commerci$ 
19 corporation, you'd have a hell of a bme sayin "Well, I 
20 maybe can pmrmse you a 20-year career, whig  at least twice 
21 during that career I'm goin to send you away from our 
22 family a year at a time, antoh, by the way, you mi& even 
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I then other considerations that you factor in like chem 
2 and bio, I m*, whch-are a part of ~ t .  

3 So there is a requ~rements r- developed by the 
I 4 Joint Staff which, bapxIly, d e l s  what thp expectations 

5 are for casualty reqwement, casualty handlmg and 
6 requirement. 
7 The 9- to 10,000 number I was talkin about is one 
8 that was developed by the Rand Co ration unfer contract to 
9 DoD working, essentially, with % three services Joint 

10 Staff and us to come up wth  a set of ranges for w h t  the 
11 casualties mi ht be. 
12 Now, &ere are people who di~agree~with that 
13 There are those who belleve that we're omg to ha;e, sort 
14 of, a bloodless technolo .c war where fke, Southwest Asia, 
IS  we don't have large num%rs of casuafties 
16 Ano+er grou .of pepple,. occurringg%e CINC in 
17 Korea, belleves tha r~s  a bit optimshc and Indeed would say 
18 we would have more casualties. I would say the 733 study is 
19 a prett good number to work around. 
20 ?mean, one of the reasons we use 733 is that we 
21 knew no matter what we did we didn't want to drop below that 
22 requirement. I mean, if we've got a number of 10,000 or 

I I I 
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I testimony. I et the impression that just, basically you're 
2 sa mg to us &at you made a 45 percent reduchon largely out 
3 .?the BRAC process. You're fair1 satisfied with the 
4 progress you've made so far. ~ o u r d  that be subsLMually 
5 co~rect? 
6 DR. MARTIN: And we think that the way we're doing 
7 this is the correct wa , yes, sir. 
8 CHAIRMAN D L N :  Okay. And do I understand that - 
9 my general impression of your ?tmony is .that you doubt, in 

10 the circ.ympces, that .there 1s any particular surplus bed 
11 avai!abil~ty m our hospital system for our veterans for the 
12 service people, retlrees and so forth. Is that, roughly, 
13 your testimon 7 
14 DR. M & ~ :  Yes, sir, except I think, as 
15 Coinmissioner Khng pointed out, that changes over time. Az 
16 you change how you do care, your bed requirements continue to 
17 p down, @ I think you9? going tq see ? continued decrease 
18 m our hospltal bed requ~rements just hke you do in the 
19 private sector. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I would ask, though, in t$e 
21 present peacetime situation, whch IS a, roughly, normallzed 
22 situation, I would say, at least in my hstoncal experience 

Page 29 1 , I 9,000 beds that we need we h o w ,  we certainly didn't want to 
2 say our r uirements were less than that. 
3 So ?bunk there are at least - the policy recess 
4 at the pin! we are now is.pretty reasonable es!mates. We 
5 haven t estimated other h g s  for exam le. 
6 We've got a hospital in hgreb. $e're roviding a 
7 ma'or amount of care in Guantanamo right now. #one of that 
8 is #actoral in. So these.missions o$er.than the hvo MRCs 
9 andlor other cpntmgenc!es aren't bullt m. 

10 But I tbdc the estlma-tin of 10,000 !us or minus 
I 1 2,000 is a reasonable planomggberc for Ag our 
12 assessment, and currently I tbmk the services-pretty much 
13 agree that our system is able to meet the requirement. 
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But when you talk about two 
15 MRCs or two MRCs, I wouldn't consider Za reb or Guantanamo in 
16 that criteria. Have you looked at some of our recent 
17 conflicts, regional conflicts call* the Korean War and the 
18 Vietnam War and factored that mto the process. 
19 DR. MARTIN: Actually, the Korean War and the 
20 Vietnam War were critical parts of the planning 
21 considerations. Also important to point out, and this is 
22 something that I'm sure you're aware of, of course, that many 
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1 get shot at, and I can't guarante$. your medical benefits," 
2 we're gomg to have a hell of a lune doing any recruiting in 
3 the future. 
4 So what you're doing is a ve important rocess. 
r I would like to take whatever time?have availaple and go 
6 back to this two major regional conflicts and estimation of 
7 medical requirement in the process. 
8 Now, I'll need your help here a little bit. The 
9 basic philosophy is to wherever we have these major regional 

l o  conflicts is to tnage the folks as close to the front lme 
11 as possible move them back to a next sta in level, and when 
12 they stabijize y e  bnng them &k tq &? bnited States. 
13 Two major regional conficts 1s kmd of a lushy 
I4 number, I suspect, dspcnding on where ou do your"l,nin 
15 DO you have p1-g factors that adow you to Rgure +te  
I6 maximum amount of casualties you're golug to have and how 
17 you're oing to depose those as opposed - as YOU deal with 
18 regionsf areas? 
19 DR. MARTIN: I think these was a study done called 
20 the 733 study, which, basically, assumed - you a!ways have a 
21 series of assumptions, conservative, o tunishc, the 
22 magnitude, the fo- you're going to be !&loyed against and 
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1 in my lifetime in public service, would you say that you 
2 don't have any particular surplus amount of beds around? Is 
3 that your test~mon 7 
4 . DR. MART~N: Yes, sir.. I think currently our 
5 avalable beds are rou hl uvalent to our reqmrements. 
6 CHAIRMAN D I ~ O ~ :  %ow, let me just ask you a couple 
7 of questlorn here. I have no reason to argue wth that. 
a T h ~ s  is a fairly sensitive topic, and there !+'! anybody up 
9 here who wants to do away with the poss~bll~ty of the need 

l o  for beds for our service ~ p l e .  
1 1  Do we have that part~cular chart that I'm looking 
12 at right here? No, no, no. That isn't tpe one I want to 
13 see. Thls 1s the one I waqted to see. I just wanted to, 
14 kind (of, ask about that a httle. 
15 1 just want to get a, kiqd of, readin from you, 
16 Dr. hlartm. I've been doodlmg on that. %ill it be all 
17 right? No, no. I wanted to see that -- you can't do that 
18 one? 
19 Well, I'm lookin at a list here. I can't really 
20 compare it too well wi& that one. They're tellin me it*s 
21 the same list. But anyway, h e n  it says, 'Noble ,fmy 
22 Comnlunity Hospital, Fort McClellan Alabama realigned to 
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1 aren't, that a very substantial ro rtion of our 
2 requirements are disease, not-patE related. 
3 I mean, a substantial proportion, some 60 percent 
4 to twothirds of t h r p l e  actually in beds are not ones 
5 that actually suffe wounds in combat. I mean, it's the 
6 risk of the theater which hospitals large numbers o f r p l e ,  
7 and that was factored in as well. But yes, we used e 
8 Vietnam War and the Korean War as a part of the estimated 
9 k x h  ue, or Rand did. 

10 rOMMISSIONER DAVIS: And I h o w  G m m l  Luck very 
11 well, and he's not known to exa gerate. My concerp, as a 
12 member of this emmission, is &at we retam sufficient bed 
13 ca aclty to handlmg the casualties we'll receive in the 2 
14 M ~ C .  
15 DR. MARTIN: That was very much a concern of our 
16 work grou . 
17 CO~MISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman. I yield back the 
l a  rest of m time. 
19 CO~MISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, are you 
20 prepared? 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
22 Dr. Martin, first of all, let me, kind of, summarize your 
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clinic, concur." That was done? Is that on there? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, slr. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Then it says, "Lyster Army 

'omrnunity Honspital, Port Rucker-Alabama, ~ l i g n e d  to clinic, 
one concur. Are you all gettmg those lists there? Is 

t what you're etting there now? 
Seethat? l%ereis1,.2,3,$,5,6,7,8,9, lo, 

1 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 - there is 16 different ones on there. 
1 Do you see that Dr. Martin? 

' 1  . . DR. M ~ T I N :  Yes, sir. 
- - CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it shows -in concurrences, 
I: and then will say fmm time to time. "none concur." 1 see 

I L' that once, twice; three times,. four times - at least seven 
:.a times ou can arguably sa nine. -. - 80 1'11 just ask you &r ihs pu 
r you satistied yith the plpees where rE&$%o"w"a none 
:' concurrence wth  the on ale recommendations? 
:I DR. MARTIN: ssl. 
3 CHAlRh4AN DIXON: You don't have any quarrel with . . 

DR. MARTIN: No, sir. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Now, I just want to ask you 

- 
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1 facili ? Well, there is a good one, Fitz. 
2 7 mean, we were ommously close to spending almost 
3 $400 million building a new Fitzsimmons. Congress had a very 
4 keen-interest in that if I v l l e c t .  Even if we needed a 
5 hospltal there, whch we d!d?:t, our preference would have 
6 been verv much to rent facihtles. 
7 Bui d l y ,  there is no lo 'c in renting a. facility , 8 if you already own one. So I &nlc the pomt is do ou build 
9 new beds, as opposed to close old beds which are a h &  on a 

I lo  b ~ ,  and it's on Lackland. So it makes sense to keep the 
I 1 1  facdi we've ot. 
12 %ow, if $e Air Force came in - let's just take 
13 your question exact1 n ht. If the Air Force came in now 
14 and said the wi1ford;lafl faccll~ty no lon er can meet life 
I r  safety codes, we need to build a 300-dfacility , our 
16 position would be I think we need to look at alternatives 
17 either with the Veterans Administration or downtown, because 
18 we do not belieye we need300 more built bids ir! San Antonio. 
19 But I thmk there is two different questtons. That 
20 is different than sa ing should we close the 300-plus beds 
21 we*ve got now in &e right place that the taxpayers have 
22 already paid for. 
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one last thing because it confused me a little, and I won't 1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Let me just jump in there with 
pursue t&e mat* further. 2 just one 

A httle thm ou said kind of confused me a 3 DIQ"$BTIN: Yes, sir 
little. I'd, sort ofj &ce to reyisit it, Dr. Mar+. M 4 COMMISSIONER KLING:' I still can't understand. Are 
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i colleague, Comrmss~oner KLog,.m hts.qapacity as ciairman, 
i asked ou about the use of rionty fachties and so forth, - and I &ought you said that %ad some appeal to me before we 
r spent 400 million or whatever the number was doing the state 
I of-the-art ho ital we have at Brooks. Did you say that? 

131 DR. M&TIN: Ycr sir. W e  had two 5 0  ear-old plus I iYs. And so whe. brooks was built, i t y e  had the 
z o o m  of retrospection, I think one of the - m fact, less 

it more to .the pomt. (011 if a service now proposed another ho ital like 
5 ~ m k  tq replace an agm plant, we would Erst look in the 
:( m-mu to find out w%ether there was space that we could 
:- rent or utzze. 
:r CHAIRMAN DMON: Sure. 
-1 DR. MARTIN: And, in fact, we've alread done that 
% in a couple of circumstancess, worked to ether wik the VA so 
r we're not buildin 'du lieatlog" level 3 b .  - - CHAIRMAI~DIX~N: But the only pan I wondered about 

I 
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: was now that you built Brooks, which you describe as state- 
: of-the-art. 

DR. MARTIN: Ri ht. 
a CHAIRMAN D I X O ~  And you said that had you not done 
i that you might.have had adequate facilities avelable rq the 
Y pnvate lnstitutlons around town. I'm wondemg why it 
- wouldn't follow, then, if that's the case that you co4d 

close Wllford Hall now. I don't quite follow that lo c 
You had sufficient extra rivate units around. q d u  

11 built Brooks, and so now you gave an additional 367 beds 
1: state-of-the-art, but I still need Wilford Hall. I don't 
z quite understand that. 

DR. MARTIN: First, Wilford Hall has been, in part, 
12 renovated. I mean, for example, it's got laminar flow 
L' technology for autologous bone marrow transplants that is 
li e n d  to none & San Antopio, So that there is within fie 
:- Wdford Hall facili ve SI ficant and modem c~ab lh ty .  
- f  CHAIRMAN &Ox: % you're su-ting that s not 
:1 transferable to the other units? 
7- DR. MARTIN: Well, it's actually cheaper for us to 

:n the facility we've got. I think there is a d i f f e~n t  .Il(pon. Are we gomg to spend $400 mdlion to build a new 

5 you sayin that just because we have it up and y e  aid for it 
6 we shoulcfcootinue it, or is it real1 nsesse m t& 
7 facilities that Wilford Hall capnot f!e replacgat Brooks, or 
8 you take the bone marrow - is that not avalable in San 
9 Antonio at any other private hospital, could have a 

10 specialid a m ?  
I 1 DR. MARTIN: I understand, Mr. Chairman. The 
12 crucial thing is that once we decided how many beds we 
13 needed, whlch was more than we would just have at Brooks, 
14 then, .psentially, thequestion it what is ltself most 
15 effective way of gettur those bed*. 
16 If ou currently gave a facility that can rovide 
17 that cap%ility and has been modernized as &ford Hall has 
18 and as on Lackland, as it is, that makes about business 
19 sense. 
20 If, on the other hand, let's say that in order to 
21 have those 300 beds on Lackland you'd have to build a new 
22 hospital, I think that's a new question altogether. 
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1 The question that we were asked is, first of all, 
2 the model says look at ths as an altemahve. We looked at 
3 it very carefully with the Air Force, and the big reason it 
4 came up, . s ~ ' v e ~ i n t e d  out in your questions, is there 
5 was a reat eal of uplication. 
6 felt the m e r  was to get rid of the 
7 duplication and change the roles of the two hospitals very 
8 much like a lot of compqunities do. 
9 A lot of cornmumties have three or four ho i d s .  

10 What +ey do is realign what the hospitals do. 8 a t 9 s  what 
I I we drd m y n s e  to the concern about duplication. 
12 COMM SSIONER KLING: Thank you. Commissioner 
13 Monto a. 
14 ~OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: 1 just have one question. 
15 Please educate me on your use of the word "clinic" m the 
16 context in which you've been talking about, downsizing non- 
17 BRAC rocess how the word "clinic" and "hospital" relate to 
18 each o%er viga-vis 'beds; i.e., if you go from a hospital 
19 to a clinic, do the beds disappear by the nature of service 
20 you provide? 
21 And the v n d  piece of that is how do the services 
22 use that defimtlon? Is there waustmcy as they apply 
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1 those tyo  words? .So that later on, if we:= doing further 
2 analys~s, I'll have m my mmd those relahve terms and what 
3 they mean. 
4 DR. MARTIN: Let me answer your second question 
5 first. In fact, the services, particularly around important 
6 facilities, sometimes use terminolog that is not correct. 
7 For example. ~ o m a c k  ~ r m y  Eedical center - -y 
8 Medical Ho ital is clear1 to us, a ho it+. It is at 
9 Fort Brag .?t is also thegome of the 3 krborne Corps, 

10 and there& it is the Womack Army Medical Center. 
1 1  There.? exam les, However, it doesn't have.apy 
12 graduate trammg or t& like. So not d & e  co-~~lltles 
13 across the country, sometimes ou want to say "ho ital" or 
14 *med/cal centerw and it, sort o& has a different kinrof 

1: mepom&e definitions that we use are at least consistent 
17 relative to how we engage with this Commission. To us, 
18 medid  curtee are o n 9  yith.subspecialty duate e c a l  
19 edp.xti?q consistent with mstitutions of&er laming, 
20 umvers~ties. 
2 1 In other words, they have residences in surgery or 
22 orthopedics or neurosurgery. They would be comparable to a 
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1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And the rrcwicer p&ty much 
2 conform to your definition that I just heard? 
3 DR. MARTIN:. +, sir at least in-our pr- 
4 relative to this Conmussion. dow, somet~mes the t~tle 
5 outside reflects a local pride in that facility that may be 
6 different. 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'm talking about services 
8 that delivered fundamental - 
9 DR. MARTIN: Oh, absolutely. Yes, sir. 

10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you. That's 
1 1  all. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: To quote a famous American, 
13 Yogi Berfa, this is deja vu all over again. In three 
14 previous mcantat~ons, when I was force structure and budget 
15 work in DESOPS, when I was the O&M Director and was the 
16 bud et director this was one of the most emotional issues 
17 that? ever tacded and ?t bloodied many times literally. 
18 So I won't plow &s ground all over agah,.but I 
19 have one question. At that time what was real dnvmg us, 
20 the requirement has always been whatever r uirements - 
21 whatever assumptions you want to take, and%t will always 
22 be because you want a safe side where you don't error on 
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1 I mean, a lot of towns 20 miles apart used to bui f d 
2 two hospitals. Neither can afford them anymore. So they 
3 figured out ways to at least maintain certam kind of 
4 capabilities, apd most of the big.ho ital c@hs now are 
5 domg away w t h  all the duP1~cahonsgu( trylng to keep the 
6 geogra hic access by kee mg the facili where the can. 
7 A d  I I we:= L ~ c a l l ~ ,  mAl ing  oure$orts 
8 after that. So, essentidy, you have blg, true tramn 
9 m p m s  down to what could be a 4 to i, bed hplding fa=$, 

10 gut very frankly, if you had n v e y  sick fnt~ent, you'd 
1 I transport them quickly to a much arger acility. 
12 $OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The chart we were looking at 
13 says, Ho itals, 20,000 w." Are there cljnics -.are 
14 there bedsxere that are c h c s ?  %t replly 1s ho imls? 
15 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. Under the ava i lag  bed - 
16 the critical number there is the 15,608. In the available 
17 beds., are there robably several hundred but not a 
18 sigmficant numkr who are in the 6- or 8- or ten-bed, but 
19 there are not a lar e number. 
20 COMMISS~NER MONTOYA: Oka 
21 DR. MARTIN: If ou look at ~ i l f o r i ~ a l l  has got 
22 1,000 of them. I meaa, dat did where our real beds are. 

w 
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transfer them to another facility with that capability. 

More and e r e  we have.found that particularly ip 
had isolated areas it is a good idea no lon er to -tam 
the emergency rooms, the overnight bloo% bank those 
activities. 

And so what we've, essentially, graduated into are, 
essential1 , large clinics which meet the basic r uirements 
with holding capabilities for patients who coulde% admitted 
overmght. 

 great. example of that would be where you've got 
geople, and you can t really send 

K i 1 K ; ~ e % = f  u! YOU do, t wan!, adnut them 
downtown, so $u put them m a holdmg fac~lity. 

The word' super c l h c w  we've provided m 
definition to your staff where actually ou've ot an 
extremely lar e clmc where you do su~specidY ambulatory 
surge and t%e like. % I think what you are seein is a continuum of 
those kind of capabilities that p u s  %ack to what do you 
really need to Bs tbat ir rmart make or buy in those 
facilities, and it's very much like is going on in the 
private sector. 
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1 Georgetown or a University of Texas San Antonio. Those are 
2 medical centers - major teaching institutions, major 
3 subspecialty capabilities. 
4 Hospitals, not unlike in the private sector, ran e 
5 between a very large number of beds 400 or 500 be%s or, in 
6 warti~pe even as hgh  as 1,000 beds down to some very small 
7 facilities. 
8 General1 , the private sector doesn't like to call 
9 faciliti? with less Gap 25 or 20. beds a ho ital, but in a 

lo  lot of little commumt~es not unlke some ?- where we 'v~ 
1 1  got Air Force bases, you've got 8-, 10, f2-bed 'hospitals. 
12 The usually t w g  for us is that hospitals have.to 
13 offer a range of serv~ces and accreditation by the Jomt 
14 Commissiqn. F e y  have to have lab., X ray, pharmacy, blwd 
15 bank, mamtiun a 24-hour abih an anesthesiologist on 
16 call, you b o w ,  the ca ablli! to 3 h . m  acutely or 
17 cn!ically 111 patlent an$ hande that patient within the 
18 facilit overni ht. 
19 HmY ot9ur smaller ho i d s  are holding - 
20 essentially holdmg hospitals a e r e ,  essential1 , youSve.got 
a less than that particular set of requirements ofthe ho ital 
22 and if, in fact, somebody is very sick, you immediaaY 
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1 savin lives or treating patients. 
2 %ut the issue is cost. At a time when inflation 
3 was +g 3 4, 5 p e : ~ n t  in eneral inflation, medical 
4 inflaUon was double dl it. hdt then along came a threat of 
r a national health a y e  131. 
6 And m the pnvate sector 1 can vouch that our own 
7 experience in the company that I watch closely, its health 
8 care costs have come way down. So my question is the 
9 following: 

10 And oh, by the way, we've been ing to manage 
1 1  heal+ care in DoD .for a long time. So % e question is, and 
12 thls is your professional judgment, one, now that we're 
13 seemingly oing tp get medical cog?, inflation more under 
14 control andthe h g s  like te~emed~cme and other things 
15 offer some real opportunities, do you real1 believe we're 
16 om to able to, one, have a mans ed h e a h  care s stem in 
17 fbe 8epartment of Defense that ad&- the pseud 
18 entitlement issue that has been around forever, and two are 
19 you makin real progress in etting an efficient m e d i d  
20 model in t ie  D D ~  artmnt of hefense? 
21 DR. M ~ I N :  Yes, sir. Beglnoin with the efforts 
22 in the late '80s. which you remember, cR~,  CAMS, plus 

L I 1 
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Dr. Mendez' efforts in the early '90s where he put together 

: the Coordinated Care lan, I thmk the Department has a very 
clear plan - con -%as now blessed it -- that I thmk 

a great d d o f  the lemons from the private sstor,  
b e n t s  them with our system and very heavily is depending W- and more. 

I mean, we have prime vendor, dropp.ing shipping. 
I t We are not interested in domg thm s the pnvate sector can 
1 r do better. We pro- no claims. b e  are getting out of the 

busmess relative to DLA and @ese bi warehouses full 
I 'I %%lid ear. We just get @em directly kom the vendors. - SO a k t  of those smart h g s  ye are domg. I I ; think the bi change was the format~on of the Defense H d t h  
4 Prognm. & all the money was put in one place, another 
i famous American uotes the golden rule. You know, the people 

I 1 that have the 018 sometlnw make the .rples. 
And I & that's had a very poslt~ve effect on 

r pulling things together. There has also been sort of, a 
,.I sunvval mentality relative to making the M ~ H S  work. 

It's been under siege, as you well are aware. I 1: think the best way to meamm d is with a reasonable - comparison with the private sector. In the 733 study, other t- 
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Ih.a the demand phenomena, where if you had very low prim, 

: la- numbers of people not gettin mCaTe from us may swamp 
: us, our cumnt costs compared to t%e pnvate sector is 
8 wlomcwhcrc W e e n  12 and 14 rcent less than what we buy the 
: umc ood for downtown. A n g a t  has to do with salaries and 

othrkonds of efficiencies, malpractice insurance. 
1 - More importan.tly, if you look at the FITA, our 
I I budget for the next SIX years, if we had the mflatlon factor 
I 1 which is accepted now m the private sector, health care in 
11 DoD would cost 17 billion more dollars than our current lan. 

We'? xunoiog about 1 a~@ ahalf Lo 2 prncnt.!~ 
sector annually m mflahon. Now, if you 
'80s, we were twice in CHAMPUS. So, 

y, we went fmm 1% and 15s and 18 percent per year 
2 inntase in CHAMPUS to now less than a 3 percent increase per 
T year, which com area favorably to the national 5. - The other &mg is as things in the private sector 
I change that also improves our costs because, essentially, 

3 we're able to purchase things better. 
2: 1 thmk we've gpt a very goo$ plan. It's working. 
r I think the three services are workm to make it work, and I 
think we've got a rural quality ~ ~ 8 t h . t  is able to go to 

1 1 I 
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1 time with two qhutes to go. .So if I may 'ust one uestion. 
2 We noticed at Fltuimmons h s  was broug6t up tha when 
3 medical care is not available directly from a mlitary 
4 hospital in a location and a person is over 65 and now would 
5 have to o and enroll in Medicare B, I think Part B - 
s ~ f i .  MARTIN: yes, sir. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: - that every year that goes 
8 by that the have not enrqlled they +ll ay a penalty of 10 
9 rcent wiat*s the mtent~on to do - 1s %ne any intention 

10  g p a y  lor those nalties? 
11 DR. MAR?&: We've actyally got a le islative 
12 roposal that we have been workmg w t h  ~ e a f t h  and Human 
13 gervices to attempt to either waive or forgive in all of our 
14 BRAC areas indivldyals who are in that circumstance. 
15 The argument is that mdeed they anticipated they 
16 would not need Part B, and so they made now - and all of a 
17 sudden we took away the hospital. We've estimated that the 
18 cost to either.HHS, if the waive it, or, to us, if we paid 
19 it, ye're iqlkmg $10- or i12- $14 mllron over a three-year 
20 penod of-time. 
21 So it's not a large a p t  of money relative to the 
22 very substanha1 savings denved m those places where we do 
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1 BRAC closures. Ourposition is that we need to h d  a way to 
2 make sure that all o our future retirees-get Part B, that 
3 where they have made judgments that, m retrospect were in 
4 error, we should find a way, e i t b  ourselves or through 
5 conpsslonal action to et ~t wmved. 
6 COMMISSlONER LING: So you are addressing that? 
7 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Well, let me just 
9 ask the last one. Will you be able, on short notice, to 

10 gather a propriate data from the services if we need same? 
1 1  D% MARTIN: I think my answer would be comparable 
12 to Mr. Fincts. We will give you every effort to everyth& 
13 we can. I ttunk we've got a large amount of the information 
14 that we need to be nsive to the Commission. 
15 COMMISSIONTKLING: very good. well, I certain1 
16 thank you, and ou've certain done an excellent job of 
n our assistants &ere at your table to answer every question 
18 gy yourself. So we're mud of you: 
19 DR. MARTIN: hank ou, su. 
20 cOMM~SSIONER K U N ~  *d we tha* you, by *e way, 
21 very much, and wth  that the Medlcal Service Group is now 
22 complete. 

Page 309 
war. and that's what our job is. 

I - COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, I thank you. And 1 
1 ; thought I'd never sa this, but the fact of the matter is in 

m bat job on active Aty, my hospital, Irwin Army Community 
I r dTital, was using your approach w g  a catchment area 
1 T and etting the - determme, e e  ho rtal cqmmandec, what 1s 
I - the be+ approach to we was, i. fax worhog beautifully, 

r and it is a model. 
think that's a great step 
I'd say that, but 

I thought I'd never hear it. Thank 
2 you. 
: r 
-I 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'd love to uote another 

:r American - we're on a roll here - but I think 1% pass on 
:' that. It's probably a rare moment in BRAC history, but due 
:! tosour chauman's leadership in the health care issue, 1 

' tl th@ I'm actuall goin to yieldall of my .time tothe I F  and re#am A m  quest~ons. SO just take note. 
done it once. It's all ours. 

COMMISSIONER KLLG: Well, we did this at the right 
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1 COMMISSIONER MONMYA: It seems like eve one is u 
2 fine mt, strong and ready to o for the last hour. 3 is 
3 my p"p-re to end it. Our fio8 p u  is a Joint Cross 
I Servlm Group on Labs and Test and l!valuation. 
I And we're leased have w t h  us as -Chairs of 
s the T&E mup a h  r. Ptulip E. Chyle, who 1s Dtrector of 
7 Operation8 Test and Evaluation,. and Mr. John A. Burt., who is 
a Dlrector of Test S stems Engmeering and Evaluation in the 
9 Department of ~efense.  

10 And we also have with us Dr. Craig Dorman, the 
I 1 D uty Director for Laboratory Mana ement, who was a lab 
12 sbTy team leader. NOW, ir you - gendemen and my other 
13 backup witnesses who you might call to answer questions, I'll 
14 ask you to rise so I may administer the oath. 
I S  (Panel sworn.) 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Please be 
17 seated, and welcome. I'm going to open the uestioning and 
18 then go to a wuple of mlleagues who have t o k  here 
19 fairly soon. 
20 Let me start with you, Dr. Dorman, because we have 
21 no opening statements, and o right to the questions. I'm 
22 going to grve you the o p p o ~ t y  to make a speech if you'd 
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1 like. 
2 My question is in an area that probably no one up 
3 here has great knowled e in because the laboratory business 
4 is in many cases, highfy classified, black in some areas 
5 all of services have some, are you satisfied with where &e 
6 labs are today and where they are gom ven yhat you know 
7 about force structure and where each of 8 e  semces 1s 
8 takin their particular endeavors? 
9 5.d just like a general assessment from you as to 

lo  your rsonal satisfaction. 
1 1  %R. DORMAN: The labs, of course are an integral 
12 art of the acquisition structure pf each of & military 
13 separtments, and they make theu deb-atlons about the 
14 size, structure and nature of those laboratories based upon 
15 their roles, missions and anticipations for future 
1 6 requirements. 
17 From a personal rspective, I am satisfied that we 
18 are in the process of re%ing the overall laborato a' 19 structure in such a way that we will end u . r o u g  y by the 
20 turn of the century, wth  an orgmzatlon t, from tbe 
21 standpoint of rsomel, is effectively sized to meet what 1 
u believe to be & projected requirements and yet will retain 

Page 3 14 
1 internally the necessary techni.4 capacities. 
2 One of the real tou h b g s  m malung the 
3 decisions with regard to kaboratories is not to eliminate 
4 something that qu may be pay + fundamentally essential in 
5 the future for wLch a capacrty erther doesn't or may not 
6 exist in the civilian market. 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Are you satisrwd in the 
8 area of redundancy or duplication that the way we are @i , 

I 9 is there some and do you feel that the p1-g to get nd of 
10 that is well underwa to our satisfaction? 
I I DR. DORM&: 80. I don't believe that the issue of 
12 redundancy is one that has been completely handled. From the 
13 standpoint of each of the military departments - and let me 
14 back u for just^ second and say we us!, m addition to our 
15 ~ ~ ~ ~ d e h b e r a t l o n s ,  co leted a s d y  lo support of the 
16 Natloaal Science and ~ m % o l o ~ ~  Council, not only ourselves 
17 but also the Department of Energy and NASA was asked to take 
18 a look at our overall laboratory requirements and how we met 
19 the needs.of nation in t h o s e - a r ~ .  
20 I ttunk m our case wlthm the Department of 
21 Defense of the miliery d~partments *.very carefully 
22 .sngned rmsslons reqmnslbrlttles so that w t h  each of 
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1 That process is occurring roughly at the rate of 
2 attrition given the Civil Service N]es and regulations and 
3 with the mducements for early ret~rement, et cetera, you. 
4 tend to lose in two areas, one of whlch IS our more semor 
5 folks, your menton and so forth who are Lst through the 
6 retirement process and the other in those cases where RIFs 
7 have to occur you selectively lose at the lower end. You 
8 lose your new folks and you lose ow new ideas and your 
9 freshness that is brouqht in at the lower side. 

10 So yes sir, that s a significant roblem for us. 
11 I think that BRAC aspects are jus!a part, if you would, 
12 and not a specific aspect of that. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Dr. Dorman. Let 
14 me now turn the avel over to Commissioner Robles. 
15 CO~MISSK$N~R ROBLES: T!-mnk you, Mr. Chairman. 
16 Mr. Boatn ht, h s  1s omg to be lrected at you, and the 
17 subject is Ifrooks Air force Base. 
18 I was one of the folks who visited Brooks, one of 
19 the four Commissjoners and staff, but I .ess thq impression 
20 that I left and I thmk most of us left w l 8 s  that ~t IS a 
21 very unique facility, has a lot of very unique things that go 
22 on there, very complex faclhty. 
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I the individual military department need and a perception that 
2 they can rely very heavily upon each other. 
3 In the hardware areas, in man of the other areas, 
4 the have their own views. &&idy the the war 
r fig& qapac/ti~ that. the bring depends y eavily upon 
6 thely a%ilihty.wthm theeu laLratory systems to develop and 
7 devlse new ~deas. 
8 And I think h m  the standpoint of maintainin 
9 their individual capaciq in what they believe iq be i e i r  

10 core product areas they ve made the detemunatlon that they 
11 peed to maint+ to meet their Title X responsibilities those 
12 mtemal capacities. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Let me ask you another brood 
14 uestion, and then I'm going to turn to my colleague 
15 8ommissioner Robles, who is going to stay on the issue for a 
16 bit. 
17 One of the concerns I have and a concern that I've 
I8 experienced in the private sector is that in times of 
19 turmoil, downsizing, moving, who are the personnel that lave 
20 you first? 
21 General1 , it's your very, very top peo le who are 
2 in demand andwho hve in a very delicate dance.  Have you 
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1 done an indepth analysis of your r s o ~ e l  in the lab 
2 busmess to have some sense as to g w  they would react to 
3 closin s or moving ftom one place to another where they have 
4 lived $or years and developed .p expertise +d a community 
5 ra port rofessional rapport w t h  expertise m their areas 
6 o?wor<;?P~o ou have a sepie of where that would go? 
7 DR. D O ~ A N :  I thmk we have a general sense of it. 
8 I ce-y have no! conducted an indepth study or an 
9 analysls of 11. 1 thdc the laboratory rsonnel are, 

10 perhaps. no different than those in any O& mmmunity when 
11 n mmes to the moves associated with any BRAC closures and 
12 changes. 
13 The issue that ou've mentioned, though, of 
14 deferential loss of d e n t  during a downsizin pmcess is one 
15 that is with us and is a very signifi-t probferp for the 
i s  laboratones, but that 118 not ~mmedlately and dusted 
17 related to the base rdgnment  and closure process. 
18 I th* that comes about from the standpoint that 
19 the downslvng .th$ we're omg through - and overall we're 
20 tallung about el~mmatiop oq somethmg lke  35 percent of the 
21 total laborato populahon from ~ t s  peak to where we'll be 
22 by the end o f x e  century. 

w 
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1 them there is very little, if any, redundancy. 
2 So that has been eliminated. They have ve 
3 carefully stated their missions. The understandxeir 
4 requirements. They have taken themse ves down to what their 
5 core r uirements are. 

!' 
6 Zwever, inevitably, because each of the services 
7 do similar things, in many cases, or have similar needs, 
8 command, control and communications I think is an example 
9 they all have to talk to each other. 

10 They all have intelligence needs. Each of them has 
1 I built internal1 a capacity and a capability to do that. In 
12 man cases, &41 agam I t h d c  is an example, we have not ye, 
13 dealreffectrvely wth  the issue of combbung and eliminating 
14 the cross-service aspects of that redundancy. 
I S  One area where I believe that has been effectively 
16 accom lished and will continue to-be and I believe h s  was 
17 part ofour report, was m the m e d d  area. 
18 Deternation was made and is bein staffed witpin 
19 the mil~tary departments to create an me8 forces medical 
20 research and development aqency or institute. In that area 
21 in articular, I think, as you ve just heard from Dr. Martin 
22 wig regard to hospitals, there is much wmparabilify in what 
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I realign all of the work to Brooks. 

Now, we could turn this around, and we could have 
considered consolidating Arrny-Navy activities at Brooks, and 

4 the reason the Air Force didn't pursue that is we were trying 
5 to shed from the Air Force some considerable excess capacity. 

So Brooks, based on our analysis, was the most 
aftractive one for us to close and so we went that 

8 direct~qn. I don't want to @il you that ~t would be 
9 impossible to go the other dlrectlon because Brooks does 

10 have some fine facilities and some f h e  activities there. 
And I t b k  you're c o q t  p general, at le+t, 

12 that about 50 percent of the activlty m that arena 1s done 
13 within the Air Forceeat. Wright-Patterson, at the Armstron 

logy 14 Lab out at former Wdlrams A r  Force Base and at ~ m k s  $, 
at 15 Force Base. 

COMMISSlONER ROBLES: Well, that's a message we got 
17 loud and clear, that costs seemed to be one of the 
18 determinants if not the determinant. But certainly, if 

So there a peared to be some syner to get all. 19 that's the case we asked was there a site visit conducted to 
that co-lidat2 or more consolidated. &en that, rt's my 20 see just what the msts esttmates would be to move all that 
undetstanding that the Joint Cross Service Group recommended 21 pipm and tubing and labs and chambers and centrifu es and 

x that we consolidate some Navy and Army human systems lab 22 on an% on and on, and the answer we got was not miy. 
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And based on that we began to focus on closing 1 aqalysis you talked-abut one of the re+ons it had low 

: Brooks to see whether or not we wuld wme up with a cost- 2 mlitary value was at dldn't have an achve runway, yet the 
I e f f e d v t  proposal that would save money and that would allow 3 last time 1 checked at San Antonio there were several runways 
6 us to continue operations at Brooks, very important 4 in close proximity. So wh was that a factor havin an 
! o p e d o n .  5 actjve runyay on that instatation, from a mifitary vsue 
t And I would agree with you there are very complex 6 pomt of vlew? - activities there, but we believe that the fit very well at 7 MR. BOATRIGHT: I would tell you that while we 
r Wright-Patterson, which is the base w&ch the Air Force has 8 considered whether or not an installation had a runwa as a 
F proposed to n+li most of that workload to. P factqr, and we believe that bases yi$ the dyal capabi&y; 

1 c In the m%f jointness in the human services lo that IS a capability to support a mlitary flylng operation 
11 resarch and%velo m a t  business, the Air Force felt that I I as wed as technical operahons is better than a single 
I: here were some of b e  thin s that we were doing at Brooks 12 mission installations, but it was not a m j o r  factor in that 
I: that muld be better consoli8ated with some ~ t h e r ~ a c t i v i t i ~  13 particular eate ory. 
14 and some other h g s  that could be better consol~dated wth  14 I would &11 you, in ngard to fhe surveys that a p  
I.( Yavy activities. 15 being done, the Ar Force IS mnductm surveys to ven 
16 We did offer to relocate or realign those 16 information .that we have resented-to h e  CQmmission. 
I -  activities into Army and Navy. However, as we began to work 17 w l l  be rovidm updadinfformahon here m the near 

%V 
I P thrwgh that with both the Army and the Navy, it was 18 future. h a t  e d r t  at  rooks IS not co 
i r  aptermined that there was, in one case, there was 19 I would tell ou similar to what r. ~ e h o s  said - fficient capacity at the facility to accommodate the 

?Ieted 
20 this momin that &lks at the installation who work there 

hes at the other. It dld not ap r to be a wst- 21 and that's tifeir career and that's their livelihood, when you 
-tive way to do it. So instead &?%r Force decided to 22 ask them - and the community officials as well - when you 

I J 
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1 ask them about the costs and the complications of doing 
2 closures and realignments, you're gomg to get one answer. 
3 We have to really scrub these answers, and that's 
4 the reason we send survey teams out there, and we'll be 
5 reviewing them at each level within the h F o m  to be sure 
6 that we come back to the Commission with valid wsts and 

: saVm~&ould submit to the Cornrnisgion  he^ that the +r 
9 FOIFC does not want to close or d l g n  any ~nstallatron m 

10 it's not cost-effective. And so if the numbers that we get 
1 1 in our survey process if our conclusion would have been 
12 different as a result of those numbers than what it was based 
13 on our initial estimate, we will advise the Commission of 
14 that. 
15 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank ou Mr. %atright. 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: L a t o r  ~ q o n .  
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Chplrmpo. 1 
18 apologize to m collea es for the fact that I have to leave 
19 here very short! , but E d  want to talk to Dr. Dorman a 
20 minute before I left. 
2 1 Dr. Dorman, is it my understanding that you're the 
22 deputy to Dr. Jones? Is that an accurate statement? 
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1 DR. DORMAN: Yes, sir. That is correct. 

2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Dr. Jones could not be here today. 
3 DR. DORMAN: That's correct. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I don't want p assume anything 
5 that isn't true, but I'm told by staff that m nmppzmg 
6 the results of the services laborato cross-servicm that 
7 Dr. Jones wrote, as Chair of the ~%a ratory Joint 8 r o s  
8 Service Group and I'm told by staff we have the letter, and 
9 I quote, "The final results are disap inting and unbalanced. 

l o  Cross-servicin is minor at best." g h a t  a fact? 
1 1  DR. D O ~ A N :  That's a fact, sir 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, then 1'll'ask you what's the 
13 impact of DoD's 1995 BRAC recommendations on excess 
14 laboratory ca aci m your view? 
IS DR. D 8 d A N :  The BRAC itself is going to have a 
16 minimum i act u n the e l i m i o n  of excess capacity. 
17 CH&APPDIXON: Is there substantial ex- 

:; upac%i. DORMAN: There is substantial excess capacity. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: In sort of a gross way, can you 
21 say how much? 
22 DR. DORMAN: Yes, sir. The number provided in the 

I 
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1 California; consolidate explosives at Armament Research 
2 Development En eering Center, Picatinn Arsenal New Jersey 
3 at Naval & &pons Center China d e e .  and consolidate 
4 propellants at Naval Air Warfare Center &ma Lake"? 
5 DR. DORMAN: Yes, sir. This is a reasonable 
6 summa of the recommendation - 
7 c%AIRMAN DIXON: And is that the view - I don't 
8 want to characterize it .as your view but is that our 
9 understanding.of the view of what 61. Jones an3 others in the 

10 Laboratory Jomt Cross Service Groups recommended? 
11 DR. DORMAN: That is correct, sir. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'll ask ou further what would 
13 have been the impact on ex- labor& c a ~ i t ) !  if th 
14 Laboratory Jomt Cmss Service G ~ U ~ * ~ ' L  pnonty 
IS alternatives had been accepted by the separate services in 
16 the De artment of Defense? 
17 8 ~ .  DORMAN: I'll have to take that question for 
18 the record. I'll have to go back and do some numerical 
19 ca.lc$atipns as to the total size of those bases and what the 
20 ellmumtion ma have been. 
21 c ~ A N  DIXON: Would it have substantially 
22 reduced the excess capacity you've testified about? 

- -  - 
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1 DR. DORMAN: It certainly would have in those 
2 areas, es, str. 
3 ;HAIRMAN DIXON: In your view, what were the 
4 deficiencies in the process - in your view m all fairness 
5 to you sir man of these quotatrons are 6r. Jones'. 
6 ~R.'DO&AN: C e M  
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON. 1?bu do not share them - 
a DR. DORMAN: I d y share them. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, you do share them? 

10 DR. DORMAN: Of course, sir. 
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Then I am not out of line in 
12 asking yqu, Dr. Do-, in your view, what were the 
13 deficiencies m the process that allowed the services to 
14 disregard the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's roposed 
15 priont alternatives? What caused that @ tohtqpf 
16 r ) ~ .  DORMAN: Well, 1 don't thmk it 13 a matter of 
17 deficiencies m the rocess. It was the way the process was 
I8 basically defined arthe beginning. 
19 Again, I would reiterate .that these organivltions 
20 are an integral and very essenhal part of the military 
21 departments overall acquisition structure. In the nature of 
22 the weapon systems that they develop, what they buy in the 
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1 GAO report indicated somethin like 9,800 work ears. Tha 
2 IS for the common support h c & o n s  that were looled at by 
3 our Joint Cross Service Group. 
4 If you define "excess ca acity" as we elected to as 
5 the difference between the pe& number of work years at any 
6 time behveen Fiical 'Year 86 and '93 and the pmjected number 
7 of work years in the laboratory systems in Fiscal Year 1997, 
8 whlch was the last year that we expected the labs to have 
9 reasonably certifiable data, the total difference across all 

10 of what we call laboratory activities in all three services 
11  is somethm llke 30,oOp work years. 
12 And &e base realignment and closure rocw will 
13 be eliminating something on the order of 3 , h  of those work 
14 years. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Dr. Doman, I hold in m hand what 
16 urports to k t h e  feco-qdations of the ~ b a i r  or the 
I7 kboratoOry Jomt Cross S e r v p  Group wntmg for the group. 
18 and is h s  the recommendahon: "Consolidate most command 
19 control communications, computers and mtelhgence, 
20 acquisition, research and development at Fo* Monmouth. New 
21 Jersey; consolidafe air-launched wea ns research development 
22 test and evaluation at Naval Air garfare Center China Lake, 
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1 future, their ability to maintain them, upon that rests a 
2 good de ree of their roles and missions. 
3 I!& belief is that the.mi1itzp-y departmen@ were 
4 considerably reluctant dunng h s  process to ive ou core 
5 capacjt that has such a s-troq im act upon geir &sic 
6 capabdt to perform. their ~ i f l e  l?functlons. 
7 I arm would reiterate that the laboratory system 
8 overall will, in fact, eliminate a considerable rtion of 
9 its ex- capacity. It's the nature of how thacs 

l o  occurring. 
1 1  The military departments have elected not to do 
12 that basically, but closing these structures, by closing the 
13 faciiities and instaJation, ether, they have elected to do 
14 it by FTE, Full-Time Equvalent or mternal force structure 
15 reduction. 
16 So they are eliminating peo le, basically but they 
17 are not closing thefacilities, and ftPipL one of the 
18 reasons for that - it's a personal oplmon m t h ~ s  case, 
19 b u s e  I, obvious1 , was not the one that made the 
20 judgment - p e  0 8 t  is their decisions to maintain their 
21 Internal capacity, each one, and secondly, it is as a 
22 Commissioner mentioned just a couple of mmufa ago, you do 
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1 have a lot of ialized facilities, ca abilities at each of 

1 
"$" z these or aniza ions. Those are hard reestabhsh. 

CWAIRM AN DMON: Let me ask you this Dr. Dorman. 
$ere is what troubles me. Dr. Jones is quoted further as 

ying, "If we are to achieve desired results it appears 
e t  we have a system $ which only a havikx-handed 

7 instrument will suffice. 
8 I presume she alludes to the fact that this 
9 Commission has that power.. I don't know. But I won* 

!o *ether we have the sensitiv~ty and the understandmg m this 
1 1  hghly esotenc kind of field -- 
12 DR. DORMAN: No. I understand. 
I3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We may call upon your sho , you 
:a and Dr. Jones and others, to supply some expertise ga t  mgb 
15 be helpful to staff. I greatly appreciate your cooperation. 
!a I think we'd want to Invade h s  rovince retty carefully. r: :I i t  isn't exact1 numbers entirely {ere, is it. 
:a DR. D~RMAN: That's exactly w m c t ,  sir 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So as a man who adrnits'his lack of 
20 experhse I can only say that what 1s said here bothers me 
21 considerably, you see, and et at the same time I wonder 
22 whether we have the capaci& to make those judgments in the 

- - - - - - - 
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1 carefull evaluate. 
2 d w ,  I don't mean to su g ~ t  that we take 
3 everything, you know, on the %asis of Dr. Jones' letter. 
4 We'd certaml get back to ou. We'd get back to General 
5 Shane. we911Y$ct back to Jeneral Bloom, Mr. Boatright, 
6 everybody that s part of the loo here. 
7 I recognize this is kind otsensitive, and it's 

retty new, but I am concerned about the feeling : lE!i!i%nri eh air of that group that we fell so substantially 
10 sort o!ouI oals. But what you've said is well said 
1 I Mr. Boatn %t. 
12 MR. BOATRIGHT: could I make one point falling 
13 along the lines - 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Absolutely. 1 might have started 
15 an awful ar ment here. 
16 MR.  ATR RIGHT: The Air Force believes that our 
17 recommendations also substantiall d u c e  the excess capacit! 
18 +at y e  hwe, +d as indicated by &ommissiona Robles, 
19 they're difficult. 
20 Relocatm laborato functions and activities are 
21 extremely comfiicated an7difficult to accompljsh. In our 
22 calculations, we had about 6,200 man year equivalents of 
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1 kind of a fhite way and be comfortable when we walk away 
2 from it. 
3 In any event, 1 let you know, Dr. Dorman, that 
4 Dr. Jones and ou will be hea+ng from us. 
5 DR. D O ~ A N :  YW nr. 
6 MR. NEMFAKOS: &airman Dixon? 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Nemfakos. 
8 

20 

I Page 33: 1 1 excess capacity and with these actions the Rome Laboratory 
1 2 closure and wth  the Brooks closure, we believe we'll reduce 
3 that capacity by 2,100 to 2,200 man years, a very substantial 
4 reduction in a-very com licated area. 
5 In addition, I'd 1 9  to comment that the Air Force 
6 did accomplish a main1 . cross-qmicing here in the Rome 
7 Laboratory, because w&le we dldn't.rnove all of the Rome 
8 Laboratory to Fort Monmouth, we did move a substantial or 
9 propose to move a substantial activity to eventual1 
10 mtegrate, whole integrate with the Army's lab at Joxt 
11 Monmouth. 
12 So we believe that we've done a ~bstant ial  amount 
13 here. I would a p  w t h  Dr. Dorman m re ard to the fact 
14 that there is more cross-servicing that w u l d k  done. There 
15 are more oppo+mities there. I agree with Charlie Nemfakos 
16 in regard to thls is the first time we've tried it. 
17 We've learned -+other and I think that some 
18 continued cross-servicmg d l  take lace as a result of what 
19 we've alread learned in this ~RAZround.  
20 CHAIAAN DIXON: This mi ht have been the wmng 
21 thing to bring up at the end of the &tY? Mr. Chairman. 
22 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thanks a lot, Senator. Have 
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1 first tipe that weengaged in an enterprise like this, that's 
2 not entlrel surpnsmg. 
3 But &om a Departmeat of the Navy pa 
4 there was a lot of our excess capacity to m c l u z l 2 i t y  
5 that we closed aqd moved work out of laboratory techcal  
6 center areas and mto the d 
7 @ the cpntext of t h e r g  ~ m r s  Servicc Gmups, 
8 they did provide recommendahons based on theu analysis of 
9 work functions and those ~mmcndations were looked at and 

10 giveq quite a bit of cam m terms of what we needed and whal 
I 1 we didn't need. 
12 In the context of the recommendations that came 
:3 from the Secretary of the Navy to the Secretary of Defense, 
!4 those were the recommendations that the Svretary of the Navy 
~5 felt that he could make and still fulfill Ips 
16 rqxmiibilities, and those nsponsibllitles are, after all, 
17 hs. 
' 8  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I want to say to my good 
:9 fnend Mr. Nemfakos that's well said, and I want to make it 
:O ~ery~clear, in all fairness Charlie, to you and to everybody. 

mvolved here that when we go through h s  exercqe wth 

r, Jones and Dr. Dorman we'll get back to you and kmd of 
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1 a good tri Commissioner Cox. 
2 CO~MISSIONER COX: Thank vou. . - - - - - -  ~- - - ~  - a - - -  

3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA I'm oing to lose them one 
4 at a time from now on. Commissioner ~ O X .  

COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Coyle and Dr. Dorman, in 
to the Labpratoy Joint Cross Service Group data 
Navy provlded information that clearly outhed  

I 8 significant cross-service in federal use of two unique 
9 facilities at White Oak, the Nuclear Weapons Effects facility 
10 and the h ~ r v e l o c i t y  wind tunnel. 
11 The avy reoommended and DoD endorsed abandonment 
12 of these one-of-a-kind facilities. Was the need for the 
13 continued operations of these facilities under a joint 
14 contracted arrangement addressed by your group, and if so, 
15 what did ou decide, and if not, why not? 
16 MR! COYLE: I think both Dr. Dorman and I need to 
17 answer this. John Burt may have a comment as well. On the 
18 test side, Mr. Burt and I dld express a concern about the 
19 wind tunnel at White Oak, and that wncern is part of the 
20 public record. 
2 I It  was not a facility that we took data on in the 
22 Test Jolnt Cross Service Group. It was really a laboratory 
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1 testjp't bein perfoOrmed in any case and when there isn't 
I addlt~ve cost for tmtmg thqt has to be done someplace else, 

i 
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' I and the like. 

I COMMISSIONER COX: And you all did all of the 

Page 347 
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1 MR. COYLE: Yes, sir. You may well have vislted 
2 some of t h e  test rang?. If you have, you cnPinly h o w  

1 
2 

3 costs? 
1 4  MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, ma'am. 
' 5  COMMISSIONER COX: You all took what you got 

s from - 
7 MR. NEMFAKOS: We did no costing. We had no COBRA ; capaci~ or cagabilitg 

OMMI SION R COX: So you didn't second guess that 
:O or - 
:I MR. NEMFAKOS: No, we did not. No. We took a 

-lick look at the data, but no. We dld not second guess. 
COMMISSIONER COX: And the same thing on milita 

ue. Did ou take the services* view on qilitary valuey 
MR. ~ M F A K O S :  We took the annces' view of 

:5 military value. We klieve hpm 9 e  b e r g  these 
:7 these assets. It's thew deternunahon. ey were the nght 
:3 ones to make that decision. 1 :g COMMISSIONER COX: Thank vou verv much. 

recommendation for ro sed relocation. 
- 

DR. DORM&: Fa. Y s .  Basically, that is the 
proposal. This recommendation from the &r FOF and 
supported, of course, by the Secretary of Defense, is very 
much in consonance with what we recommended overall. 

As the Senator mentioned earlier, we su gated 
that, if you would, a more m lete COqsolida&on of C41 
functions should be looked atmttbe rml~taq  departments did 

I just as you the cost savlngs coming out, you also see the 3 that the are mdeed natlonal assets. 
4 d e  land space that they enco ass and air and sea 
5 space for test purposes is something%at needs to be 
6 considered very carefully before it 1s given up. Once given 

up, you'd robabl never et it back. 
c o J M r s s ~ o L ~ ~  DA%S: Again, I am mbably the most 

conservative member of thrs p u p ,  and in &t I really hate 
've up anything that I figure mght be.usefu1 some time 

OMMISSIONER CO m Re future. SO you% have problems w t h  me. 
Dr. Donnan, as I understand it, as DoD's only 

recommended laboratory closure or realignment mvolving 
cross-servicing is closin Rome Laboratory and realigning its 
functions to Fon Monmou%, New Jersey, and Hmsmm Air Force 
Base Massachusetts. 

Can ou explain in the context of our *up 
proposed cyosmg of Rome Lab and the dternatlve for cross- 
servicing co-location? We've ot a.ch+ on it u here, 
cross-service co-location of C& achvihes at ~O!t~onmouth. 

DR. DORMAN: Yes sir. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I hope this depicts your 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

:: 
ir 
16 
17 
18 
19 

look at that for a variety of reasons, including cost and 
other r t s  on e i r  prograp 

s was agam, as you ye indicated, the most 
significant of the cpss-servlcmg that has occurred. We're 

very "c$% rhve of a. 
MISSIONER DAVIS: This was, in fact, recommended 

by your u ? 
D~??D~RMAN: Basically, yes, sir. We 

recommended to the Air Po- that they hok at Rome%i:zuy 
closure of Rome Lab at one of their alternatives. 

We suggested Fort Monmouth as one of the potential 

recommendations. 

13 ~ I + I S S I O N ~  MONTOYA: ?hank ;&I, ~omhssioner Cox. 
Comrmssoner Davls. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Admiral, I'm here with you to 
I 
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t the bitter end. 
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Outstanding. Knock our 
3 rings to ether. 
4 h4i. NEMFAKOS: We didn't close the Naval Academy, 
5 Admiral Monto a. 
5 COMMIdONER DAVIS: No, but you got a wind tunnel 

right close to it. And again, I'm mostly a product of test 
5 and evaluation laboratones. I use your products, but I also 
3 know our system fairly well in some areas. 
3 & Mm to that s~~eeaaw T&E m d  a~ece~sfvi  
: 1 l a b  consist of many parts. Clearly, some very 
'3 ment to some v ~ ~ a l ~ z e d  people, an a. 

plnl1lsd 

I, to - yo~%tS; I . ~ . , . ~ o u ' v ~  p t  mbJec$s"d:l" 
11 airplapes or whatever the case mght be, and adequate testing 
LC areasmth1sprocess. 
15 Now quite clearly, you all a? disa inted in the 
r7 inabilin of us to do more mnsol~dahon, R d o  you reckon 
lr that mght be because of some of the wque capabilities of 
D these test and evaluation areas and test evaluation 
21 facilities that to lose these national treasures in many - ss is a mstake, +d that was a services - and I'm asking 

, the Jomt Serv~ce Group? 
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With did not 8ps i f iNy  oeomwtld this articuBar 

split. The A r  Force dld t h ~ s  thmugh deta11ed d!scussslons 
with the Army. They got together and took a look at what was 
gost compatible for those two locations as they made their i 

20 receiving sites. SO yes, 1 think it's fair to say that this 
21 is in geneql consonance with the nature of our 
22 

1 
2 
3 
I 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
l 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
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19 
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22 

final detewation.  
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, I'll et to the Air 

Po rn  here in a second. Mr. Nemfakos. did e Navy decline 
to partici ate in this mcess and for what reason? 

- 

MZ N E M P ~ O S :  &mmissioner Davis, we didn't 
decline to participate. We came u with a solution, which 
for the D artment, had a ten-folbbetter payback as a nsult 
of being g l e  to consolidate entire functions across command 
lines in San Diego, eliminating one who layer of government - 
in the rocess. - 

L d  the savings mmprisons were enormous. SO when 
we looked at both the o rationally oriented aspects of 
having facilities in the a Die o area where there muld be 
a lot of inte lay with fleet andso forth as well as the 
payback to %e taxpayer of a difference of over $300 million 
worth of savings as opposed to something in the range of 30, 
it wasn't even close in terms of what our decision was. 

So our recommendation - we looked at it, but our 

I J 
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I it's predominantly done now at Edwards and the Nellis 
2 complex. 
3 And it seems to us that if we're going to do a 
4 consolidation here that it's best to concentrate that 
5 activity at  Edwards, and therefore the Air Force %ll have 
6 electro~uc combat test and evaluation at only two sites 
7 instead of three. 
8 COMMlSS1ONE.R DAVIS: Okay. Thank you. My time has 
9 expired. Mr. Chairman, thank ou. 

lo COMMISSIONER M O ~ O Y A :  MS. Steele you a d  
11 Comrmss~oqer.Comel1~ have the last 12 minutes. b 1'11.10~ 
12 to your disc~plme to g v e  hlm enough tlme to ask a question 
13 or two. Thank ou. 
ir COMMIS~IONER STEELE: Okay. I will do that. 1 
15 hope the clearing out of the dias here isn t a reflection 
16 that I have personal h giene challenge problems or something, 
17 but 1'11 ju ahead %ere 
18 I ap%o g i q  for skibping around with these 
19 questions, but this is what happens when your colleagues 
20 leave you at the end of the group here. 

f 

Page 350 
1 prdcess? 
2 MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, sir. The availability of 
3 space, of excess ca aci at the Army facility was a primary 
4 consideration. In b t , ?  would tell you that that's the 
5 reason why th~s  was - we were able to make thts cost- 
6 effective. 
7 If you wo$d look at our apal .w, you'll see that 
8 in our level playmg field analysrs ds was not a cost- 
9 effective proposal to close Rome Lab, but by virtue of part 

lo of it going to Fort Monmouth, we were able to make it cost- 
11 effectlve. 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: .Oh . Again. Mr. Boatright, 
13 sorry to pick on you, but the ~ o q t  dross seplce ~ r o u p  
14 stated qlectromc, test and ~valuat~on capablllty at E g h  
15 and Chlpa Lake of a proxlmatel 85 percent overlap. One 
16 alternat~ve suggesd'was move L a  m e  tist assets to 
17 Eglin. 
18 Why is the Air Force, in light of the alternative, 
19 m sing to move the elramnic combat testing from Eglin to 
20 kegs?  
2 1 IylR. BOATRIGHT: The Air Po?:s efforts  he^ are to 
22 consolidate our electromc combat tmmmg at two sltes, and 

21 -hother question or G o  about Rome, please. As you 
22 h o w ,  Rome was designated as one of the Air Force four Tier 1 
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1 +valved in that reuse, and yes, We're very much aware of 
2 it. I was a part of t.&e formulation of the proposal m '93 
3 to leave Rome at Gnffiss New York as a stand-alone 
4 laborato 
5 C&MISSlONER STEELE: A c t d y ,  I believe 1 c-Uy 
6 uoted you back to you a couple of heamgs ago. So sorry 
7 %out that, Mr. Boatn ht. 
8 MR. BOAT RIG^: yes, map.m. 
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Let's see, how did the Air 

lo Force determine the costs in savings of the Rome Lab 
11 recommendation? Staff rovided an exam le here the total 
12 one-time movmg cost is 28 million, but &t9s for only 
13 movin four major pi- of equrpment, and is only 
14 $152,660 left budgeted for the frelght of movmg everyythlg 
15 else. 
16 MR. BOATRIGHT: Well, we ran it through the COBRA 
17 model applymg those mputs to the COBRA model that are 
18 necessary usin a judgment of the peo le that were involved 
19 with working &e dehled analysis of &IS proposed closure. 
20 We are now in the. r e  of doing site surveys, 
21 and as we do that we wlfi val~date each one of these 
22 estimate, and we% provide the refined information to the 
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1 Commission in the very near future. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And does that include another 
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1 rocommendation p to consolidate three levels of tnana emcnt 
2 and communications area in the ~ s .  Diego area ancfprodusa 
3 many-fold hi her savin s. 
4 COM$SSIONE~ DAVIS: Thank you. 
5 MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, sir. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Boatri t, can you give me B 7 a short answer on why the Air Force deci ed to o the way it 
s we want: i.e., send some to Fort Monmoutb ancfthe rest to 
9 Hanscom? 

10 MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, sir. We were tryin to 
I I utilize the excess capacity at both locations. As you%~ow, 
12 part of Rome Lab already at Hanscom, and so we wanted to 
13 many up those h s %at ma* sense *at had to do with air 
14 space that were prdormnant Alr Force mterests, and we 

- - - - - - - - - 
3 COBRA run? 

1 4  MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, ma'am. We will do anothex 
5 COBRA run based on the u~dated inputs as they come out of the 
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I labs. First for Dr: Dorman, ou mentioned that ou 8;d not 
2 recommend +e spht m partidm that came from &e & 
3 Fore. Does it concern you all that Rome J+bs CQ dye 
4 functions are gomg to be spht between two mditary 
5 installations? 
6 DR. DORMAN: No. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. It's okay. You can be 
a quick. Question for both the Air Force and for the Doctor 
9 here. W-as the fact that the Rome Lab was cent@ to the 

10 coeumty 's  reuse plan ever hscussed o? taken mto 
I I conslderatlon as a part of any of your dellberahons? 
12 DR. DORMAN: It was not as part of the Jomt Cross 
13 Service Grou , no. 
14 COMM~SIIONER SFEELB: I'm having trouble h d g  

6 site surveys. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Jum ing to Brooks, I 
8 also vlslted Brooks, and as I h o w  you're alfaware the San 
9 Antonio communi h p  presented a lan to ?tablish a 

10 cantonment area, %sm Brooks dpreserv1n the functiom 
1 I of the Human Systems &nter, the Armstrong f a b  School of 
12 Aero ace Medlcine and Human Systems Research. 
13 %ow, I .know part of this oes back to this savin s 
14 or costs are drrectly reflected ink what functions a c d l  
15 will have to move or won't have to move. Obviously, d e  
16 impression that we received that day was almost everything in 
17 terms of the facilities.would have to be moved with a 
18 substaqtial cost associated w t h  that and the cost of losing 
19 talented personnel. 
20 Should the Air Force, after your site visit, fine 
21 that the u front cost to close Brooks make that no longer an 
22 efficient &r Force move, would you look at their cantonmen 

15 married those up in our proposal at Hanscom. 
16 Aqd those more pervasive activities thaf h e  
17 interest m all the mlltary de ments and pnmanly in the P 18 Army we decided to locate at ort Monmouth with the intent to 
19 fully inte rate those activities and as time. passes - 
20 CO~~MISSIONER DAVIS: Sometlms down the road. 
2 1 MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, sir. W a s  the Army capacity to 
22. handle that much movement at one tune a factor in ths  

I I J 
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15 you. 
16 DR. DORMAN: No for the Cross Service Group. 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. 
18 MR. BOATRIGHT: No, it was not considered in the 
19 Air Force analysis. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Were you awye M it was 
21 central to the reuse lan of the Rome wmmmty? 
22 MR. BOATRI~HT: Yes, ma'am. I've been very much 
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1 posal in any kind of a different light, or are ou ready 
2 pFmment on the cantonment proposal by ilse I f a t  this 

w m  t? 
MR. BOATRIGHT: I wouldn't really want to comment 

any other proposal other than the one that we have before = ~mmiss ion ,  but certain1 , as I said earlier, we will not 
to the Commission tbat we pursue a closure or : w g n m e n t  that is not wst-effective. 

5 So once we have reviewed the information, validated 
9 the data and m a new COBRA on it, we w l l  provide that 
I information back to the Commission. 
7 If some other alternative other than what we have 
3 proposed would surface as a result of our site survey, 
r certainly we would reviey that, consider @at and possibly 
3 suggest that as an alternative to the Comss ion .  
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Boatright, I know the 
7 community's proposal has been given lothe h r  Force, and I 
3 gather you're crunchin numbers on it nght now. Are you 
1 aware of that, that ~ t ' s  k ing  reviewed back at the 
D Department? 
:I MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes ma'am. 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: ~ n d  do you all plan to 

7 
I provide us COBRA run data from that communi 

MR. BOATRIGHT: I'm not sure whether 
rate data from the community roposal. I'm just not sure : %e status of that or whether wet1 wait and incorporate 

s that into the results of our site survey and then provide a 
more comprehensive piece of information back to the 

7 Commission, but we will address both the survey information 
3 and the commuruty's ro 
9 COMMISSIONEE S G h :  Thank you. I don't know if 

:7 w'lI know the answer to this question, and if not, feel 
- & to get back to us, but staff a hopeful that that COBRA 

dysis czy~ get back to the C o q s s i o n  by May lst, 
Boatn ht. I see a no 1s shakmg +fund ou. ((IC' MR. BOATRIGHT: We're gomg to our best. 

1.5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. 
: 5 MR. BOATRIGm And I can't really promise you at 
:7 ths time, but we'll *e every effort to get it to the 
:P Commission at the earliest ssible date. 
: 9  COMMISSIONER SEELE: Two other uick things 

XI Switching to Kirtlaqd, in.1990, the Secretary of%ef?nse h d  
:I list -ounc@g h s  mtention .to close Los h g e l e s  r For? 
2 Base, mcludmg the lab function, and move it to Ktrtland A r  
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1 Mr. Cornella. 
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Could I see 
3 Chart 3, please, or wuld we see it? Mr. Burt, the 
4 alternatives from the Jomt Cross Service Group are displayed 
5 before you. Do you still support these as the ways to reduce 
6 ereess ca aci in the Test and Evaluation -? 
7 MZ B&T: 1 believe that exammation of these 
8 alternatives might provide some reduction of excess capacity. 
9 There is no way to know for sure until the complete analysis 
10 is wnducted. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But these are your 
12 recommendations? 
13 MR. BURT: Yes, the were. They are. 
14 COMMISSI~NER C O ~ E ~ :  Wha! rcent of the e=cess 
15 Test and Evaluation would be elimmated i f i e s e  alternatives 
16 were ado ted? 
17  MI^. BURT: I don't know, sir. I can check for the 
18 record for you and make an estimate, but it is not a 
19 straightforward matter. What led us to these @ the f i e  
20 lace was an apparent overla m open-au testmg capability, 
21 &rt each of .these sites listed &,has an extensive 
22 mvestment m ground test faci~lt~es, measurement 
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1 I a ~ ~ t o r i e s ,  integration laboratories, iqtall system .tesf 
2 facilities, hardwafe m the loo laboptones that are m 
3 many ts w q u e  from siE to ate. 
4 %f we were to attem t to close one or more of 
5 these sites, a major factor wouyd be how much of that 
6 structure on the ground would have to be moved relocated tc 
7 some other place. And so I sa we don't know for sure until 
8 we ram an analysis to h d  out {ow we would go about that. 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Burt and Mr. Coyle, 
10 virtuall no reductions in test and evaluation ca acity 
11 m l t  from the services' recommendations. &hy was the d 
12 Joint Cross Service Group sq unsuccessful in convmcing the 
13 individual services to consolidate activities? 
14 MR. COYLE: We made rccommcndations in a number of 
15 areas. For example, there are 11 ?-called nonwre sites, 
16 and we had a recommendation to either real1 or mothball 
17 work at each of those 11 sites. The services%ked at all 
18 of those recommendations and did adopt some of them. 
19 COMMISSIONF CORNELLA: Mr. Nemfakos, tell me a 
20 little bit abou! the.- ueness of the Warmmster Lab m 
21 regard to the mertia la$onto and the centrifuge, Are 
22 those one of a kmd? I knowxere are other centrifuges, but 
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1 Force Base. What has changed in the year since that time to, 
2 ln essence reverse those r sals? 
3 MR: BOATRIGH? K l l ,  I think that was prior to the 
r 1990 Base C l o s u ~  and R e a l r e n t  Act. So the rules were 
! different. The Air Force I put forward a roposal, and we 
5 were goin to go through the pmcess of evaktmg $at. 
r That wou6 have realign& the closed Los Angela h r  Force 
3 Base and realigned much of the activity through Kirtland Air 
9 Force Base. 

:3 In the intervening time, the Con passed the 
: L new Base Closure and Realignment Act, E 9 0  Act, and that 
:1 requited us to use criteria and a force structure plan to do 
:3 the analysis and to derive recompendations for closure and 
: r  realignment based on that analysrs and that analys~s only. 
-5 And therefore, we had to stop our rocess on the I 5  previous proposal and begin anew to ev8uate our 
:7 mstauations, and as a result of that process; that is, this 
: 3 new process under the 1990 Base Closure and Reali ment Act, 
:9 we have not come forth with such a mmmend$ion. 
-,- COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you verv much. and I 

I 
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1 I mean, that would be of the quality and have the ability to 
2 test that that one does? 
3 MR. NEMFAKOS: Commissioner Cornella, I am not 
4 aware of an that have the same specific characteristics to 
5 include the f:eMsY1vania bedrock that one of them is on and 
6 uses that as part of its reliability feature. 
7 Our assessment was that we had sufficient like 
8 capability, not the same capabili but like capability to 
9 perform the .obs that we needed% perform. 
10 COMdlSSlONlZR CORNELLA: Mr. Chairman, thank you, 
I1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank y w  very much, and I 
12 will conclude the hearing for the day by mentioning that I do 
13 have some mail that we will send to the appro riate 
14 d artments. Mr. Coyle, you seem to be a rafhcr popular 
15 adsmsee. 
16 I have a joint letter from Senators Mikulski and 
17 Sarbanes from Maryland regarding the White Oak Laborat- 
18 issue. I have a letter for you, Mr ' --'a h m  
19 Representative Sam Farr re a. 
20 I have a letter from & 

tch to my collea e on the far end. - 
c o M M I s s I o 8 R  M o m o Y A :  T h d  you. MS. s t ~ k .  

- 

21 regarding the US. Army P- 
22  so questions for D. 
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1 I have from Con man Albert R. W also a 
2 rerim of quutions r e g a z W h i t e  Oak also to r C o y k  and 
3 a letter from Congressman Joe Scarborough, and he's 
4 interested in the entire issue, the Cross Service Group issue 
5 regard@g the electronic combat open a u  ranges, the issue 
6 regardmg Eglln A r  Force Base and Chrna Lake and Nellis. 
7 Our staff will take these and forward them to ou 
8 for ap ropriate response. And we have one mom. b s  is 
9 born 8u-i~ Smith a mepber of Congress and 1 believe is born 

10 New Jersey, apd thls IS regardmg work and stydy in the 
1 1 cata ult directln ear testmg for aucraft camem 
12 peArmed at de%urs t ,  New Jersey. It seems the Navy 
13 concluded this mission cannot be done today at any other 
14 mili facility in the world. 
15 %d I guess his issue is why cau't the work - ' h e  
16 of the alternative recommen+tions of the Laboratory Cross 
17 Service Group was to consohdated fix-fllght subsystems ED 
18 work and the fixed-fli ht s e m s  ISE work now done at nine 
19 se amte places at the f t a v d ~ u  War Center at Lakehmt. 
20 dy were these rrurmmendations made, and why were they not 
21 thoroughly ex lo$?" .So we'll forward this one also from 
z congressman b n s  smth. 
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1 MR. COYLE: We will be pleased to work with your 
2 staff to answer those promptly. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes. Thank you very much. 
4 And thank all of you very much, particularly those of you who 
5 have been here all day long staring us in the face, and 
6 notwithstanding it's still good to see you. Have a good day. 
7 Hearin s are concluded. 
8 ( 'he  hear$^^ ry*concluded at 4:OO p.m.) 
9 

I 
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7 

4 recommendation of the Secretary of Defense -ding the closure 
5 and realignment of military installations in the United States. I 

Page 3 
1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Good morning, ladies and 
2 gentlemn. My name is Benjamin Montoya. and I'm a member of 

6 Also with me today are my colleagues and fellow c o m m i s s i o ~  A1 
7 Gnuella to my far right, Ms. Rebecca Cox, Gewal Jams Davis, 
8 General Joe Robles, Ms. Wendi Steele. Good morning. 
9 First I want to thank everyone, military and civilian 

10 alike, who have assisted us so capably during our visits to the 
1 11 many bases that are represented today for these hearings. We I 

113 
1 12 have spent many days looking at the installations that are on ( 

I14 1 13 the Secretary's list and asking questions that will help us make I 
I IS 1 14 our decisions, and the cooperation we have received has been I 

I5 just outstanding and we all want to thank you very much. 
16 The main purpose of our visits is to also see the 
17 installation fusthand and to address with military personnel in 
18 the community the all important question of the military value 
19 of each of the bases. 
20 In addition to the base visits, the commission is . 
21 conducting a total of 11 regional hearings, one of which is -- 
22 today is the sixth. The main purpose of the regional hearings 
23 is to give members of the communities affected by tbese closure 
24 recommendations a chance to express their views. We consider 

125 this interaction of the community to be one of the most 
I 

I 125 procedure, and we left it to them workmg with local communities 
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1 important and valuable parts of our review of the !Secretary of 
2 Defense's recommendations. 
3 Let me assure you that all of our commissioners and 
4 our staff who are sitting seated behind us are well aware of tht 
5 huge implication the base closure has on local communities. We 
6 are committed to openness in this process and we are committed 
7 to fairness. All the material we gather, all the information we 
8 get from the Department of Defense and all of our correspondence 
9 is open to the public. 

10 We are faced with a very difficult and unpleasant 
1 1  task which we intend to carry out as  sensitively as we can. 
12 Again, the kind of assistance we receive here is greatly 
13 appreciated. 
14 Now let me go over some of the details of how we'll 
l5 proceed *y as we have at all our regiona1 -. 'Ibe 
16 commission has assigned a block of time to each state affected 
17 by the base closure list. The overall amount of time was 
l8  determid the number instal1ations on the list and the 
19 amount of job loss. The limits will be enforced strictly. And 
20 we have timers on my desk and timers at the podium that we will 
21 ask you to obsave, and then we have otha ways to remind you as 
22 your time is running out so that we can give everyone a fair 
23 chance at their say. 
24 We notified the appropriate elected officials of this 



1 4 At the end of the morning pmentation we set aside a period of 1 4 military operations; we have an abundance of available air space I 
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I 

1 5 30 minutes for public comment during which menbas of the public 

1 6 may speak. We have provided a sign-up sheet for this portion of 
I 7 the hearing and hope that anyone who wishes to speak has already 

I 8 signed up. We would ask those of you who are speaking at that 
I 9 time to limit yourself to two minutes. 
10 After the lunch break and beginning at about 1:30 
1 1  this afternoon, we will hear 70 more minutes from the State 01 
12 Texas and then 50 minutes of testimony from the states of 
13 Oklahoma and Arkansas. After those presentations we will again 
14 have a 30-minute period for public comment from Texas, Arkansas 

15 and Oklahoma. 

Page 5 
determine how to fill your particular block of time. 

This morning it is our intention to listen to 
'IPrctimony from the State of Texas for a total of I50 minutes. 

5 to train pilots; but, most importantly, we have communities 
6 which respect and support the military. 
7 Let me start with Brooks Air Force Base. Brooks is 
8 the brain trust or part of the Air Force brain trust, and it's a 
9 vital part of one of the greatest military communities in the 

10 country, San Antonio, Texas. Today hundreds of Brooks Air Force 
1 1  Base workers got up at 2:00 in the morning and boarded buses to 

12 come and express their support for this vital part of the Air 
13 Force. The City of San Antonio has come up with an incredibly 

14 common sense proposal that you'll hear about today. It saves 
15 the Air Force money and preserves the brain trust that Brooks 

Page 7 
1 other state in the United States. The federal govemment gets a 
2 great buy for their defense dollars spent in Texas. We have a 
3 low cost of living; we have outstanding weather conditions for 

116 Let me also state that the base closure law has been 1 16 Air Force Base has cieveldpeci, not only for the good of San I 
17 amended since 1993 to require that anyone giving testimony 
18 before the commission do so under oath. And so I will be 
19 swearing in witnesses, and that will include individuals that 
20 will speak in the public comment portion of the hearing. 
2 1 With that, I believe we're ready to begin. 
22 And I wish to welcome two people that we're delightec 
23 to have with us, the governor of Texas, Governor George Bush -- 

y to have you with us this morning, Governor -- and Senator 

hison, also from Texas. It's good to have you with us. So 
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1 if you'll both please rise, I will swear you in for an upbeat 
2 time in your life probably. 
3 (Governor Bush and Senator Hutchison sworn). 
4 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank YOU. AS YOU know, we have 
5 ten minutes to use as you see fit. So Governor? 
6 GOVERNOR BUSH: chairman Montoya, thank you very 
7 much. Members, welcome to Texas. 
8 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank YOU. 

9 GOVERNOR BUSH: I thank you for the opportunity to 
1 o share my thoughts. 
1 1  First, I appreciate the difficult decisions that you 
12 have to make in the coming weeks. As you accurately stated, 
13 many c a m ,  families, and ultimately our Texas economy will be 
14 affected by what course of action you take. Texans recognize 
15 that for the good of the country these tough decisions mu& be 

- 
17 Antonio and Texas, but for the good of Air Force and the good of 
18 the country. This plan must be enacted if the Air Force is to 

1 19 commit and keep its commitment to being on the leading edge of 

120 vital research. 
121 The Red River Army Depot in Texarkana, the depot is 
122 strategically located to handle maintenance on a majority of the 
2 3  armed forces track vehicles, and this base has proved its 
2 4  ability to ship supplies and technical support anywhere in the 
2 5  world during the deployment to Kuwait, Somalia, and Rwanda. It 
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1 1 is a leader in maintenance operations. 
2 The federal government's recommendation to shut down 
I 3 the Red River Army Depot defies common sense. After all, 

4 V i c e h i d e n t  A1 Gore recently hailed this base as an example 
5 of government efficiency. Base closure decisions must be based 

6 on mait. And we must reward excellence in the public sector as 
7 w e  do in the private sector, and the Red River arsenal deserve! 
8 that kind of treatment. 
9 The 924th r e m e  fighter wing at Austin was spared 

10 in '91 and '93 by the commission on the condition that Bagstrom 
1 1  Air Force Base be converted into a functional airport in 1996. 
12 The City of Austin overwhelmingly approved a $400 million bond 

13 sale to make that airport a reality and keep its commitment, and 
14 the federal govemment ought to keep its end of the bargain as 
1s well. 

17 to our national security have changed. We also understand our 
18 military forces must be restructured, and we're w d h g  to do 
19 our fair share. 
20 My message is simple. I believe that Texas is the 

t place in the country for the military to live and train, 
~ d d  that this round of base closures unfairly impacts our 
23 State. 
24 With nearly 7,000 direct jobs and countless other 
25 indirect jobs on the line, Texas stands to lose more than any 

1 16 made. We understand that the Cold War is o v a  and that h t s  ( 
17 in the Air Force's pilot training program. It was the first 
18 base in the country to integrate tmning between the Navy and 
19 the Air Force and the first to train student pilots on the Air 
20 Force's new T-1 aircraft. Lubbock offered military defense 
21 access to a major university and numerous employment 
22 opportunities. The City of Lubbock has developed innovative 
23 ways to reduce the Air Force's operating costs. For example, 
24 Lubbock developed a medical partnership program with Reese's 
25 medical officers to help lower the Air Force's health cost 

16 Reese Air Force Base in Lubbock has been an innovator I 

1 
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( 8 Cmpus shared the operating cost with the Coast Guard, the Army, 1 8 the existing functions at Brooks. I think the community has I 
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1 expenditure. The Pentagon should support bases like Reese. If 

2 you're interested and truly interested in saving taxpayer's 
3 money. 
4 Finally, I'd like to discuss the pilot training in 
5 South Texas. In 1993 the BRAC commission added a pilot training 
6 mission at Corpus Christi Naval Air to its closure list. The 

1 9 and the U. S. custom Service. Secondly, Corpus Christi has 1 9 come up with a very innovative way to show you that in fact-we ( 
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1 does sean odd that the Air Force would establish joint Air Force 
2 and take naval pilot training at Reese Air Force Base and 
3 designate Reese as the first base to receive the T-1 miner if 
4 it was the lowest ranked undergmbte pilot training base. 
5 In the case of Brooks Air Force Base, the Air Force 
6 did not look at the added savings that wuld be achieved by 

12 national c~~~sgkncy.  The commission should once again vote to 
13 maintain pilot training in Corpus. 
14 I'd like to thank the communities that are here and 
15 the communities that welcomed you to Texas when you came. I 

16 know you saw thousands of yellow ribbons, and you saw the eyes 
17 of those who really womed about their future. And they're 

10 unlimited air space, a must for pilot training which wuld 
11 support additional student pilot classes in the event of a 

12 the depot maintenance functions to Anniston will load the depot 

13 at Anniston to nearly 100 percent of capacity. This eliminates 
14 surge capacity and will severely constrain the Army's capacity 
15 to meet wartime maintenance needs. 
16 When Bergstrom Air Force Base was slated for closure, 
17 the commission said that the Austin community would undertake 

10 can save more money by keeping Brooks in a cantonment area. 

11 Closure of the Red River Army Depot and transfer of 

120 case, to do innovative things, to understand the changing 120 krgstrom. Then the Air Force Reserve was put on the 1993 round 1 I 18 here today and they represent the best of Texas, community 
19 leaders who take time out of their private lives to make their 

18 the necessary action to turn the air force base into an airport, 
19 that the Air Force Reserve Commission would remain at I 

b3 I also want to-thank our congressional delegation 123 community has upheld its part of the bargain, and we expect tbc I 
I 21 mlities. We've got good people in Texas, and you're about to 

22 hear from them today. 
21 of base closures, and this commission did not approve that 
22 recommendation. We feel that a deal is a deal. The Austin I 
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1 office and with others around the state to make sure that we al l  

2 get a fair heanng and that Texas is not discriminated against 
3 relative to other states. 
4 And, finally, I would like to leave you with one last 
5 thought. That is, the Texas government has made helping our 
6 military a priority. My staff and I stand ready to assist you 
7 in resolving any lingering concans you might have about 
8 permitting or infrastructure problems. We've worked hand in 
9 band with the military in the past, and you have my word that we 

10 will do so in the future. Thank you very much. 
11 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank YOU, Governor. 
12 SENATOR HUTCHISON: H hank YOU very much for coming to 

13 Texas. We are so pleased to have you here, and we want you to 

14 know how much Texas associates itself with our military. And we 

24 ably led by some new leaders in the U.S. House and of course by 

25 Senator Hutchison and Senator Gramm. They work closely with my 
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1 Christi is a blow to South Texas, but the assignment of 
2 helicopter and super squadrons to Corpus Christi will offset 
3 most of that economic impact. We are, though, concerned that if 
4 we have the JPAS as the new joint service primary trainer that 
5 there is going to be a need for longer runways, which are not 
6 available at some of the bases that will remain open but are 
7 available at Corpus Christi. 
8 But most of all I want to focus today on something 
9 that is a key area of concern to me. It impacts not only Texas 

10 but the nation as a whole. Unfortunately, what causes me the 
11 most concern is part of the very underpinning of the base 
12 closure process, and that is the size of our force structure 
13 that is now projected. Shortly after my swearing in in 1993 I 
14 sought, fought for, and received a seat on the Anned !hvices 

24 Department of Defense to keep its part of the deal as well. 
25 The movement of naval pilot tmmmg out of Corpus 

1 15 applaud your efforts, and we know how difficult your decisions 1 15 Committee. During my tenure there I became convinced that the I 
116 are. 1 16 force structure now proposed cannot meet our national security I 
I l7  I have worked with our senior Senator Gramm and 1 17 requirements. It is imperative that we maintain a military I 

w 
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18 Govmor Bush and I wanted you to know that this is a labor of 
19 love for all of us. This is a state that has a military 
20 tradition. 
21 During the community presentations today you will be 
22 provided with information that indicates in some cases that the 
23 services overlook important data in some cases and deviated from 

24 the closure criteria. We feel our cases are strong and 
25 compehng. Just to mention a few, as Governor Bush did, it 

18 force structure capable of fighting two major regional conflicts 
19 and prevailing. North Korea, Iran, Iraq, the conflict in the 
20 Balkans are just a few examples of the areas of lPgional tension 
21 that could erupt into a flash point in which we may have to take 

22 military action. 
23 During the cold war, we had a constant threat that 
24 overrode all other considerations. We knew our military was 
25 sized to deal with potential Soviet threat, and it was adequate 
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3 nuclear weapons while North Korea, Iran, Libya, and others wee 
4 seeking to join the nuclear club. What was once thought of as 
5 unthinkable became a living nightmare recently in the subway 
6 system of Japan when we saw a religious sect unleash the nerve 
7 agent, saxin, during rush hour. As you know, this morning there 
8 has been another scare in Japan. 

- 
APRIL 19,1995 DALLAS, TEXAS 

9 So we are concerned that our United States Army is 
10 only the eighth largest Army in the world, and several of our 
11 likely adversaries have armies as large and larger. Asking our 
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that purpose. But now look at the things that are happening 

w d  the world. Saddam Hussein pursued his quest to obtain 

i 12 military to &feat two adversaries at the same time is no easy, 
I 13 easy task. A number of fine colleagues in the Senate and I 
I 14 f d y  believe that we should restore the cuts contained in the 
15 current five-year defense plan which brings us to the dilemma 
16 you face. 
17 I would ask you to consider that in the future we may 
18 decide to restore some of the cuts in our structure. Therefore, 
19 I would respectfully suggest that you consider having your staff 

20 conduct a parallel analysis of infrastructure requirements that 
21 would be consistent with an active-duty military force structure 

22 sized at the levels proposed by forma Secretary of Defense Dick 
2" %ey and former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. Colin Powell 
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1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Very well. Congressman, I 
2 believe you're first. 
3 CONGRESSMAN COMBEST: chairman, thank you very much. 
4 Let me say first of all to all of the commissioners, welcome to 
5 Texas. I will never swear in a witness before a committee again 

6 under quite the same attitude that I've had in the past. 
7 It was very appropriate that you chose Reese Air 
8 Force Base as the first base for discussion today. Reese has a 
9 long tradition of being fust. Among UPT bases Reese was first 

10 in the joint training of the Navy, it was first to receive the 
11 T- 1 trainer, fvst scheduled for the new JPAS joint trainer, 
12 first in preference of students and instructor pilots, and it's 
13 first in the lowest cost of flying hour. 
14 In every major training upgrade or policy improvema 
15 Reese Air Force Base has led the way. The Air Force would not 

16 put its cutting edge program at its worst base. Air Forc 
17 officers who were present for their education and training 
18 command confm base Reese to showcase new programs as the 
19 premier base for Reese's credibility in pilot training. And 
20 that's why it's slated for closure. Luckily the Air Force and 
21 the defense department have relied on that doubt as a faulty 
22 model. The result has been the wrong base has been selected for 
23 closing. 

6 alter the size of our force structure. I hope you will factor 
7 into your deliberations the necessity to ramp up in case of 
8 conflict and having the base capacity to serve these needs. 
9 Should Congress decide not to change the current force structure 

10 plan, then additional closures could proceed. I urge you to 
1 I consider this very important readiness issue as you are 
12 deliberating. 
13 Thank you very much. Thank you for being here. 
14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: fhank you, Senator Hutchison. 

15 (Applause). 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Our first panelist this 
17 morning will be repmenting Reae Air Force Base, and we will 
18 start your clock after we swear you in and after the drop of thc 
19 first word of the first speaker we will start it running. And I 
2r .re listed Congressman Larry Cornbest - Congressman - Mayor 
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1 national security needs and assures us the capability to prevail 
2 in two major regional conflicts with lower casualty rates, and 
3 that is very important. 
4 I would ask that you condition some of the proposed 
5 closures on your potential list to future action that could 

Langston who is seated in there, and Brigadier General 
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1 me to mention a few of the more disturbing mistakes. Shoring 
2 Reese's air space 10,000 cubic nautical miles, leaving out 55 
3 percent of the military training areas and shoring Reese's 
4 airfield pavement by 10 percent. 
5 Friends, these mistakes are only what the Air Force 
6 has admitted wee wrong. I would not be here today if I thought 
7 Reese was the ugly duc- that the Air Force claims. Like 
8 many of the Air Force personnel who contacted me who wee all 

9 simply astounded at the Air Force low ranking of Reese. This is 
10 completely counter to the 1991 ranking from tbe BRAC for reason 
11 of rank near the top. It also contradicted what the Air Force 
12 had been telling me for over a year. They repeatedly stated 
13 that the UPT category was the closest and the hardest decision 
14 they had to make. 
15 Secretary Wendahl's testimony before BRAC stated -- 
16 and I quote -- "I must say what we needed to do at this time 
17 around was to identify to, I guess I'd say make a spread to 
18 amplify, magn@ the differences between facilities so we could 
19 come out with a recommendation." End quote. Commissioners, 
20 Secretary Wendahl is at the heart of what went wrong at Reese. 
21 A computer model sought to turn slight shades of differences 
22 into stark black and white contrast. That approach gave the Air 

23 And so, again, will you and anyone else that you plan 123 Force an out. It was an easy answer, but it was the wrong I ~ - 

24 to have supporting you & stand, i d  I'll swear you in. 124 answer. I 
25 (Four witnesses sworn). 25 It has been very frustrating b get the Air Force to I 
'age 13 - Page 16 Donna L. Collins, CSR 

Collins & Miller, P.C., Dallas, Texas (214) 220-2449 



3 it, or ignore it. Just two days ago the General Accounting 
4 Office told you of their doubts about this method and 
5 highlighted Reese as a base that BRAC should carefully 
6 re-examine. At the same time the Air Force testified that they 
7 score no value to Reese having already implemented the T-1 
8 program. Think about that carefully. Reese gets no credit for 
9 having the lcnv~~t cost per flying hour of any base in UPT. only 

10 the federal government would operate in its own world where 
11 experience and cost make no difference. 
12 As the congressman representing Reese in Lubbock I 
13 have always told my constituents that national security must be 
14 the debmining factor for base closure. The defense department 
15 is not the jobs program. That remains true today, but I must 
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3 between World War nand the Cold War. Now, once again, our 

4 nation is in a period of rapid change. The Cold War is over, 
5 and we are listening to changes as we draw down our defense 
6 capability. Competition and efficiency are watch words of th 
7 day as our military adjusts to different threats and attempts to 
8 achieve global reach and global power. Your job as BRAC 

9 commissioners is to ensure that we don't repeat the mistakes of 

10 the past when our military drawdown occurred much too rapidly 
11 creating such things as a hollow force and other such problem. 
12 Certainly it is important to the four ways to cut 
13 cost and create efficiency, but the reductions in closings must 
14 be investigated in light of real world situations. The 
15 reconfiguration of our military capability over which you 
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1 take another look at the UPT category. Each time I bring 
2 information to their attention, they either minimize it, dismiss 

Page 19 
1 It's interesting that today we are in a similar type 
2 situation. Then we were, as a nation, in a period of transition 

I 16 tell you that I am not willing to watch R e a e  Air Force Base be 
17 closed on a flimsy case that the Air Force has forwarded. You 

7 and Reesc Air Forcc Base have worked together in a partnership 
8 designed to train the most highly skilled pilots in the world. 
9 I think you will agree that this partnership has been a 

10 successful one as Reese Air Force Base has helped our nation 
11 achieve its objectives of peace and security at home and 
12 abroad. 
13 Actually, the history of Lubbock, Texas and Reese Air 
14 Force Base can be traced directly back to May 22x4 1950 when on 
15 Armed Forces Day then Chief of Staff, General Omar Bradley and 

16 Congmsrnan George Mahon announced that Reese Air Force Base 
17 would be designated as tk third permanent military installation 

18 in the nation. And of course as the chairman of the Defense 

16 preside should be analyzed in accordance with the circumstances 
17 which exist today and which will exist in the next century. 

18 must not allow that to happen. I have continually questioned; 
19 the GAO has questioned it. Commissioners, yow findings in the 
20 UPT category, specifically your decision on Reese, has critical 
21 impact on military readiness for our country in the next 
22 century. 
23 At this time I would like to turn the presentation 
24 over to the mayor of Lubbock, Mayor David Langston. 
25 COh4MISSIONER MONTOYA:  hank you. Mayor? 
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1 MAYOR DAVU) LANGSTON: MT. Chairman and members of 
2 the base realignment and closure commission, it is my pleasure 

3 to appear before you this morning as the mayor of the City of 
4 Lubbock and present a small part of a case in behalf of Reese 
5 Air Force Base and its host city, Lubbock. 
6 For more than 50 years now the citiziens of Lubbock 

7 First, the Department of Defense and the secretaries 
8 of each of the military services have been giving great emphasis 
9 to quality of life issues which they assert are important 

10 factors in maintaining military readiness by assisting in the 
11 retention of highly skilled personnel. In Lubbock, Texas we 
12 have the quality of life features that are attractive to the 
13 military personnel of the '90's and their families. Lubbock is 
14 a modem city of 200,000 people. We are centrally located with 
15 three major hospitals, three universities, a medical school, a 
16 law school, an international airport with six airlines, and much 
17 more. We have a sophisticated economy which can and does 
18 provide sophisticated jobs for spouses and family members of 

18 Unfortunately, the decision of the Air Force to 
19 recommend Reese Air Force Base as one of the pilot training 
20 facilities to be closed does not appear to have been subjected 
21 to such analysis. It seems that the process that was used and 
22 the criteria employed to come to a decision about closing pilot 
23 training bases took place in a vacuum. The Navy used its 
24 criteria, the Air Force used a different process, and the 
25 defense department as a whole did not take into account all 
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1 public and private assets which bear upon the ability of a base 
2 to train the pilots of the future. Let me explain. 
3 Since military value is the most important factor in 
4 base closure deliberations, I will focus only on those areas 
5 where our community's assets enhance the military value of R a x  
6 Air Force Base. 

w' 
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19 Subcommittee on Appropriations, Mr. Mahon made sure that the 
20 base was kept in good shape during his term of 44 years. 
21 As you can see by this photograph here that's been 
22 blown up, the deal that was struck was that Lubbock would give 
23 complete and irrevocable title to the defense department in 
24 exchange for designation as a pemanent military installation; 
25 and in true West Texas fashion, a handshake sealed the deal. 

19 service personnel. Reese Air Force Base, in fact, has been the 
20 number one choice of Air Force personnel in base assignment 
21 preference surveys, and tbe reason is the overall quality of 
22 life at Reese. The W D  gives substantial lip service to quality 
23 of life to military personnel. Yet quality of life issues plays 
24 little to no role in the process used to determine which pilot 
25 training bases to close. 



REGIONAL HEARING ~ulti-pageTM THE DEFENSE BRAC 
APRIL 19,1995 DALLAS, TEXAS 
e 

Page 22 
1 partnership where a substantial portion for medical support foi 
2 Rase now comes from the civilian medical community in Lubbock. 
3 This partnership saves the Air Force millions of dollars in 
4 medical costs. Yet, once again, at a time when we are all 
5 encouraging these types of publiclprivate partnerships, the Air 
6 Force gives no credit to this arrangement in its analysis of 
7 assets available to enhance undergraduate training at reduced 
8 costs. 
9 Finally, the City of Lubbock contributes to the 

10 military value of Reese Air Force Base due to its surplus of 
11 affordable, quality off-base housing. The housing costs in 
12 Lubbock are well below the national average, and affordable 
13 housing close to the base is readily available. 
14 Someone once said that common sense is the least 
15 common of the senses. We all know that when industries are 
16 looking to relocate now they consider the quality of life of the 
17 community they are exploring; they consider the existence of 
18 public facilities Like an international airport; they look for 
19 publiclprivate partnerships that can reduce their health care 
2' .ts. The process of the Department of Defense should be no 

t. A common sense approach that gives credit for the 
ce of other private assets which avoid unnecessary corn 

23 and duplication of facilities should be used. 
24 Members of the commission, I urge you to review very 
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A second important fact which enhances the military 

-, the military capability of Reese Air Force Base is the 
3 existence of Lubbock International Airport. This is 
4 used heavily by the Air Force. It is in fact a de facto exalted 
5 and exhilarated field for Reese, and it costs the Air Force 
6 nothing. 
7 During 1994 military operations accounted for 43 
8 pcrcent of all operations in Lubbock International Airport. And 
9 I might add, the federal government has spent more than 10 

10 million over the last five years in capital improvements to 
1 1  enhance the capability of the airport. The FAA controllers, 
12 which are paid for by the Federal Aviation Administration, cost 
13 the defense department and the Air Force nothing. 
14 However, despite this signrficant asset, despite the 
15 signrficant federal investment, despite the military 
16 contribution it makes to training military pilots, the Air Force 
17 does not even give credit for its existence in its base closure 
18 analysis. It's as if they closed their eyes and said Lubbock 
19 International Airport does not exist, it's not an asset that we 
20 can use; although they've been using it for 50 years. 
2 1 Next, a third factor which contributes to the 
22 military value of Reese is the medical facilities available in 
7' bbock. Because of the number and sophistication of civilian 

facilities and civilian medical personnel in Lubbock the 
has recently established a military-civilian 

- - -- 
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1 truly awesome and they are on the cutting edge. But the most 
2 impressive thing that I saw was the personnel, the young men and 
3 women who were enthusiastic about their jobs, who went about 
4 their jobs in an innovative manner, in the most efficient way 
5 possible. These are the type of recruits that we must have in 
6 the 2 1 st century. 
7 All of us know that after you've won the national 
8 championship it's not the time to stop recruiting or suddenly 
9 changing the strategy and tactics of the game. Now is the time 

10 that we must push forward and use free enterprise concepts, real 
11 world type situations in analyzing how we reduce our defense 
12 capability to make it more efficient, more powerful so we can 
13 achieve global p o w  and global reach. This has not been done 
14 as we look at the issue of training pilots into the next 
15 Century. 
16 I encourage you to revisit this issue, I encourage 
17 you to retain Reese Air Force Base as one of our country's 
18 national assets. And I thank you for your service to this 
19 country and the grueling task that you are undertdmg. Thanb 
20 you very much. 
21 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA:  hank you, Mayor. 
22 (Applause). 
23 CONGRESSMAN COMBEST: ~ornmissioner, if I might 
24 introduce our next individual who is going to be a little more 
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1 Base. Our investigation has revealed, and the Air Force has 
2 admitted, that their announcement contains numerous errors 
3 concerning other graduate pilot training bases. Earlier this 
4 week the GAO report v&ed that substantial errors were made 
5 in the compilation of the data. I hope I have demonstrated to 
6 you the important aspects of military value, such things as the 
7 quality of life of Air Force personnel, which is so important in 
8 efforts to attract and keep skilled recruits; an auxiliary field 
9 like Lubbock International Airport, used 43 percent of the time 

10 by military operations; a publiclprivate partnership with the 
11 health care industry. All assets that have substantial value in 
12 creating the Air Force of the 21st century, all of these factors 
13 were not given consideration. I believe a great mistake will be 
14 made if you do not revisit the issue of undergraduate pilot 
15 training bases. I am confident that if you do, Reese Air Force 
16 Base will not remain on the final closure list. 
17 Competition, free enterprise concepts, right sizing, 
18 reinventing government, getting a handle on unreasonable 
19 government regulations and trying to make government operate in 
20 the real world are all things that we've been talking about in 
21 this nation over recent months. Last week I had tbe opportunity 
22 to tour Eglin Air Force Base and probe their field and see 
23 special operations of the Air Force and all of the electronic 
24 wizardry and Buck Rogers type technology that exists. And I 
25 must tell you that I was impressed. Their capabilities are 

25 carefully the Air Force recommendation to close Reese Air Force 125 speafic in some of the areas of concern, I'll introduce to you ( 
I 

'age 2 1 - Page 24 Donna L. Collins, CSR - - 
Collins & Miller, P.C., Dallas, Texas (214) 220~2449 



THE DEFENSE BRAC ~ulti-pageZM REGIONAL HEARING 
DALLAS, TEXAS APRIL 19,1995 

( 4 Force Base where he was director -- where he was deputy 1 4 Following that assignment the congressman said I was 1 

Page 25 
1 General J. 0. McFalls, 1x1, whom many of you may know because of 
2 his 28 years of distinguished service in the Air Force. 

' I 3  General McFalls' final assignment was at Randolph Air 

1 5 commander for the air training command, and it gives him a very ( 5 assigned as the dinctor of o p t i o n s  for air eaining command, I 
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1 second tour as Air Force liaison, and that's what we do with the 
2 United States Congress. That's when I met the congressman this 
3 time, L q  Combest. 

6 unique perspective on the problems we're confronted with today. 
7 And I'd like to mention before General McFalls begms that 
8 General McFalls is a volunteer. He came to us because he was 

6 where I was responsible for all flying training, the pilot 
7 training, the navigator training, the weapons system officer 
8 training and, for that matter, the space officer training. 

9 shocked, as many of us wee, that Reese Air Force Base was on I So for the next few minutes, until that green light 
10 the list. And he is here to share his opinions with you about 10 goes off, I'd like to spend a little time to give you a 
11  his concern about undergraduate pilot training of the Air 
12 Force. And I will call on General McFalls at this time. 

I 
13 BRIGADIER GENERAL J. 0. MCFALLS: frank YOU, Mr. 
14 Combest. 
15 Janice, if you'll turn on the slides, please. 
1 6  You know, sometimes in life you've got to just stop 
1 7  and ask yourself the question: What are you doing? In fact, my 
I 18 wife, as she dropped me off at the airport at Dulles yesterday 
19 said, 'What in the world are you doing?" And I've asked myself 
20 this more than one time, and I guess it all came to home last 
21 night when General Davis looked at me and said, "What in tht 
22 world are you here for?" Well, the easiest way for me to answer 
2 3  that I think is to tell you why I am not here. 
2 4  As the Congressman said, I am not being paid to do 
25 this; I am a volunteer. I am not lukewarm on this issue. I 
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1 feel very strongly that the recommendation and a judgment or 

1 1  different approach on this subject, something that you haven't 
12 heard. Now you have in front of you over 40-plus briefings 
13 that's very well done and very fancy. You can probably read it 
14 on the airplane if you're not up to here with that as you leave 
15 here today. But what I'd like to do now is summarize some of 
16 the things. Of course you've seen the points, the 
17 counterpoints, the discrepancies, the mors and thmgs that 
18 have already been mentioned, some of the agmments to 
19 disagree. But I want to spend a short few minutes with my 
20 experience on what makes this problem so =cult. And I think 

21 I can do that using maybe seven or eight of the slides in front 
22 of you. 
23 So first let's look at slide 3. I'll just put the 
24 map up here to who you that while at air training c o  
25 challenged and selected for the chairmanship of what was called 
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1 the joint flag officers experience for flying training. Thc 

( 2 decision that Rexse Air Force Base should close is counter to my 1 2 task was to get some money savings and get some common sense 1 
1 3 over 32 ycars of Air Force experience. And the other thing I'm 1 3 into flying training by doing it hth our sister services. Very I 
1 4 not here today is to cast any aspersions upon my service, the 1 4 heated and lively discussi&s ensued. In fact, for a while I 1 5 United States Air Force, upon my former boss and for that matter / 5 there I thought I could probably qualify to be a backup host for I 

6 my mentor, General Bliss Afio,  and certainly not to my 
7 successor's area of education and training command, Major 
8 General Glenn Proffitt who, as many of you know, gave the 
9 ultimate sacrifice two nights ago while serving his country. 

10 And finally I'm not here to compare Reese against any other 
1 1  base. This is not a base-by-base comparison. But that's enough 
12 disclaimers. What about me? 

6 the Phil Donahue show. It got W y  heated when we found out 
7 that it was immediately obvious to everybody that the three 
8 services had different purposes in life. They had different 
9 missions and different requhments for their pilots. And if 

10 you take the Army helicopter buys out and gals, you've got the 
11  Air Force and Navy on two separate planets. And the goal was to 

12 put those together. But this was for a good reason. The Navy 

113 The congressman pointed some of the things out here 113 lands on ships; they don't wony about crosswinds. The Air 1 
14 and that is that I was born in Texas, so welcome to my home 
15 state. I was a graduate of pilot training at Reese Air Force 
16 Base in the mid-'60's. and I got my planes that my dad tended to 
17 loan me, he being a retired colonel in the Air Force. I was an 
18 instructor pilot in the T-38, so I know this business well. And 
19 I've had a lot of great times with my best and most liked one 
20 which was to be the wing commander of the first F-15B strike 
21 eagle unit, at the at four-tack heart wing at Seymour Johnson 
22 Air Force Base in North Carolina. 
23 Following that I made general. I met General Joe 
24 Robles at cham school which is an oxymoron I know for the two 

14 Force lands on land; we have to accept whatever crosswind comes 
15 with that. 
16 I see this as a problem. The Air Force is all  jet 
17 operation. Those old airplanes were built with jet engines that 
18 cannot take ice down the front of them. And so where we're 
19 womed about the ice on the wings, we're also very worried 
20 about foreign object h a n w .  So we'll shut down the whole 
21 operation for icing. By the way, it was not considered in the 
22 analysis. 
23 The other completely different philosophy is that the 
24 Navy trains their people base by base and you start out in one 

125 of us. We wre there. They worked us over, and I went for my 125 base and you f ~ s h  that training, and then the man or woman and 
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ir spouse and children, if they have them, they move to 

wthcr base and do the rest there and then move to a third base 
3 and txy and finish their year-long training. 
4 The Air Force, the philosophy is quite different. 
5 All four bases are quadruplets, they're all identical; they have 

Page 3 1 
1 the points and counterpoints. But I'd like to go through the 
2 next four slides because when you do pull this out later I want 
3 you to make sure that you understand what these four slides say 
4 because I think Don Feld has put it very well in the 
5 perspective. 

1 6 tbe same mways; we v a y  simply can relate because they have 1 6 Sony, audience, you're not going to see the fine I 
7 the same simulators, the same academics, squadron building, et 

8 cetera, et cetera. 
9 And so the challenge is for us in the joint flying 

10 training group was to d d  these two planets together somehow, 1 1 1  but fxst and foremost it became obvious we had no way to 
12 compare the capacity of flying training bases, we had no way to 

13 judge how many sorties or how many good pilots you can produce 
I 14 at a flying training base. And, lucky me, because I've got the 
1 5  time and my staff and I'm research analyst as the director of 
16 training. Colonel -- now retired colonel -- Air Force Colonel 
17 John Feld is sitting over here and is sworn in with us in case 
18 there's any questions. Because he and his band of analysts 
19 fonned the first capacity model and have expanded on that 
20 since. And that's now used by this joint service group as we1 
21 as everybody else in the Pentagon when it comes to pi101 
22 training. In the past you counted up how much encroachment 
2' "-3 was of the civilians, how big the ramps were, and how 

t the community felt about you; and that seemed to be the 
call from the earlier BRAC decisions. 

7 print and we didn't have enough copies for everybody, so you'll 
8 have to bear with me a bit. 
9 What you see here is those are the eight categories 

10 for base closures to be considered. The most important of 
11 course is the left, commission flying requirements. And then 
12 I'm not a scientist and I'm not an analyst as it were, but it 
13 seuns inexplicable to me that what we did is we took all of tbe 
14 bases under consideration, Navy and Air Force, all of them, and 
15 gave them some sort of ranking as to how well they could do a 
16 particular flying training function. Not just flying pilots, 
17 but flying navigators, flying weapons system officers, flying 
18 weapons system strike officers, flying flight screening, and 
19 then averaging all those up to give an overall score. 
20 Now the bad news is that this only has the Air Force 
21 bases. If you take the Navy and everybody else, and there is 
22 missing blocks all over this, that some of the data wasn't 
23 considered for some reason. But we still averaged them all up 
24 and took them in rank order. And this is what has been ranked 
25 out with average scare and then given what we in the Air Force 

Page 30 1 Page 32 1 
So if you're the chairman of this year's joint cross 

2 service group, what do you do? Well, that gentleman and the I 1 3 people that worked on it for him had to choose factors and 

I 4 parameters that were across the board at all of the bases. And 
5 so what's one of those? Oh, here's one, crosswinds. It's 
6 crosswinds that we all measured, so we could put that down. And 
7 these were all separately negotiated amongst themselves, and 
8 each service said that's real important to me so I want that 
9 made higher, and that's not so important so we'll give on that 

10 and we'll add to this. Crosswinds b e d  a greater weight in 
11 the analysis than did overall attrition of the sorties, meaning 
12 that crosswinds contributed to sorties not taking off and 
13 landing. But then you've got a lot of other type factors like 
14 icing, like thunderstorms which was not considered. Like o k  
15 h u g s ,  maintenance which was considered. When you have a 
16 maintenance in the airplane that's broke, or let's say the 

I 17 student throws up in the cockpit and you don't take off, makes 
18 that official sortie. There are those types of things were 

I 19 actually countered, but the crosswinds had a bigger f&r and 
2r ,ight factor than that. Probably because the Navy wanted it 

Lw w ~ d  for some inexplicable reason, as this shows on 
'23 this slide, the analysis methodology -- and that's in your 
24 little briefing there -- is slide 18. That summarizes some of 

I 1 and some of the military call a stock blank chart, where you 
I 2 rrQ yellow, and -. Obviously nd is bad. Tbe only mi on 

3 the whole chart fell out of this chart in the mission flying 
I 4 area where Reese Air Force Base is listed. 
1 5  Now, this is the data that was used, and quickly I'll 

6 go through the next three slides so when you pull this out again 
7 tbe Air Force has admitted they did make some oversight and some 
8 mistakes; and so when you recalculate and conect those erms, 
9 this is the way it falls out. That's just the error c o d o n  

l o  data recalculation. It obviously makes them a lot closer. 
11 Now then, if you take just what Air Force bases do, 
12 that is Air Force bases trained in these areas down here for 
13 pilots and you take those and isolate those particular 
14 categories, you see that it does change the rankings. That's 
15 just Air Force missions and not navigator and some of those 
16 other things. So this is what Air Force bases do if you rank 
17 them again. 
18 And, finally, if you then do what the Navy did, as 
19 Mr. Dukakis testified in front of you or at least told us when 
20 we asked him, the Navy group then took the Navy bases and did 
21 their own analysis and decided that, well, crosswinds are real 
22 important to us and so we'll do that. But you can see what you 
23 can do, you can take and switch icing, for example, and put it 
24 in bere rather than crosswinds and the whole thing racks and 

25 tbc things that you've been briefed on before and you've sem in 125 stacks differently. And this is the model that was used. ] 
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1 Now, I just said the buzz word in my mind which I 
2 think is a terrific oversight. And that is that the Navy then 
3 took their five bases, knowing they had to close one, and rack 

1 6 slides ago and took our four bases out, and then put them in 1 6 SoIthinkthatasthemayorsaid,weshoddusesome I 
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1 tbey all better be to a very high minimum standard so that each 
2 man and woman that graduates with wings on their chest in the 
3 United States Air Force can meet that standard and I can rest 

4 and stack, using Navy factors. Unfortunately, we in the Air 
5 Force didn't do that. We took the data from that chart four 

4 assured I don't have to reinvent pilot training at this combat 
5 base. I 

7 order and gave a stock blank chart to the 13 members of the main 
8 closure executive group, and it's easy to vote then if you've 
9 got one red stoplight on the whole chart all across the board. 

10 I guess I know how I'd vote too. But they didn't do any other 
11 reanalysis of it to put it in Air Force terms. 
12 But now back to my joint flying training experience 
13 here. I'd like to refer you now to slide 13. This one is -- I 
14 don't mean to be contentious on this because I was serving in 
15 legislative liaison for the Congress when this base closure 
16 series went through. And these are the '9 1 ratings. Now, we 
17 all know that these were done by a staffer -- like what's 

7 new buzz words, the w s  that are very close to our hearts at 
8 the Pentagon now that !%aehq Perry has started with a very 
9 well received and greatly appreciated program called his 

10 military quality of life. And he's got another task force, as 
11 you know, that's out there looking at all of that now. And I 
12 can tell you about base popularity because another one of my 
13 tasks while I was here at air training command was to go to 
14 every operational base in tk continental United States by order 
15 of the commander of the air combat command, General Mike Lowe, 
16 and talk to the pilots to encourage them, to cajole them, to 
17 recruit them to become instructor pilots in our training 

18 sitting behind the commissioners now -- in 1991, and they put 
19 those numbers down. My point is, is that while they used the 

122 actually was dropped way down. That was a heavily weighted/ 22 So what's wrong with this p i c m ?  As Mayor Langston I 

18 command. Constantly, never a problem to fill Reese Air Force 
19 Base. We had waiting lists for Reese. The other bases, some of 

20 encroachment as one of the major factors hee -- and that's why 
21 Williams Air Force Base in Phoenix, Arizona -- Chandler, Arizona 

123 factor. But look how close the other ones are. Reese, by the 123 said, this really doesn't pass the common sense test. And 1 

20 the other bases we never fdled 100 percent with instructor 
21 pilots. I 

-- -- - - 
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1 and stacking. In fact, that's right; that's what we were told 
2 to tell the Congress, so we did. And when Mr. Cornbest or 

24 way, was number two here. 
WV 125 We've been told that we never did an official ranking 

3 someune would ask me, when I was serving in this duty, that we 

4 did not rack and stack them. However, this is how they came 
5 out. They1= very, very close. So now I'll go back to my joint 
6 flying training challenge. Pick a base. Where do you want to 
7 put joint flying training? It was easy to m e  to choose a base. 
8 And I talked to my boss, John Basillio, and we decided, let's 

24 there's your summary slide thee on slide 2 1. It shows some of 
25 the things we've talked about here before. It doesn't pass the 
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1 common sense test, and as Chris Layman said to me the other 
2 night, the figures are like out of Alice and Wonderland. 
3 So I highly recommend that if we have the manpower 
4 and the efforts to do it, that we look and take a very close 
5 look at the model that was used here with an eye towards not 
6 only making it more amrate and more pertinent, but -- and 
7 hcre's a big foot-stomping "but" - with an eye towards a more 
8 accurate assessment of capacity of these flying training bases 

10 foot forward. Let's show our sister m i c e ,  the Navy, how good 
11 it can be. And so why not choose the best one; let's go to 
12 Reese. And it's near a central hub, so we can get people out of 
13 there too. And so that's why we chose Reese, just like my 
14 predecessors chose it to put the T-1 's for the first training. 
15 And just like we decided in a joint group with the Pentagon that 
16 the first replacement T-37 aircraft, the PAS. would also go to 
17 Reese Air Forcc Base. Never did it ever occur to me that Reese 

1 9 put it at Reese Air Force Base because we want to put our best 
10 mission we do. We haven't even seen in any of these charts 
11 introduction to fighter fimdamentals; that's another part of 
12 flying training that we do at our bases. That hasn't been 
13 considered. 
14 So if that's the case and in fact if it's true, as 
15 Senator Hutchison said, we need to have -- be ready for these 
16 contingencies and we see that they'rt forecasted to go two and a 
17 half times as many pilot training production as we are today, 

I 18 would ever appear on a closure list. It was never, ever said in 18 two and a half times, what does that mean to the person that 
19 my over a year and a half in that job. / 19 f&s Glenn Proffitt's shoes,.that goes into that sat? That I 

1 9 because they know that this model did not include another 

b0 So now that we've separated the Navy -- the apples 120 means k ' s  going to be flying Saturdays and Sundays, he's going I 

( 

121 over here, the Navy, and the Air Force here, the oranges, the 121 to fly weekends and, oh, by the way, that hasn't been consided I 
22 Air Force all looked the same; all those oranges are the same. 
23 And that's by design. Because I as a commander at Seymour 
24 Johnson Air Farce Base don't want to worry about the gang coming 
25 from Laughlin Air Force Base, oh, lrere they come again; oh, no, 

22 because we're talking civilian contract maintenance, and that's 
23 time and a half overtime. And so those costs are expensive to 
24 fly on weekends, let alone burning out instructor pilots. 
25 The other thing you can do is reduce the req-t, 
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9 we can cut out all those international students that we send 

ough that their governments pay to go through our training, 
cost to our government but we gain with the interface with 

4 that particular individual as they go back to their countries 
5 and spread goodwill and good training that they get in the 
6 United States Air Force. If that doesn't work, you can cut the 
7 Guard and Reserve and take thun out and not train them, but it 

8 turns out tbcy'n going to n d  a whok bunch more because they 
9 have a big bathtub requirement for Guard and Reserve that 

10 they're going to need to be training more of their own. 
11 So basically I'd like to close by saying that I'm 
12 convinced that our nation needs this highest quality pilot 
13 training program, the best in the world. And I'm very convinced 
14 that our nation needs Reese Air Force Base. Thank you very 
15 much. Congressman. 
16 CONGRESSMAN COMBEST: chairman, members of the 

1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: MT. Neil, would YOU go down 
2 your list of names for me? 
3 MR. LLOYD NEIL: Yes, sir. I think we furnished 
4 those in your book, but let me quickly do that. Admiral Weston 
5 McDonald, Vice-Admiral Steven Laugblin. Brigadier General Ed 
6 Shirley, Captain Mike Alt, Captain Frank Reynolds, Mr. Carl 
7 Smith, Gary Steele. I think that's it. I'm sony. Captain 
8 Jerry Burnham. 
9 CoMMIssIONER MONTOYA: AH raise your right hand. 

10 (Nine witnesses sworn). 
11 COMMI~SIONER MONTOYA: very well. And good morning, 
12 Mr. Neil. And the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi delegation 
13 has 20 minutes beginning with right now. 
14 MR. LLOYD NEIL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
15 They have rigged me up with sound here, and I'm not 
16 sure it's going to work so I may have to unrig myself. 

117 commission, we by my calculation have about nine minutes left. 1 17 Mr. Chairman, my name is Lloyd Neil, and I'm the I 
( 18 We would be happy to entertain questions. I would like to end 1 18 volunteer chairmsn of the South Texas Military Facilities Task 1 
19 with one final closing statement. In our close review for now 
20 well ova a year of coming up to this date, making preparations 
21 for this day, I think in the final analysis -- and we have 
22 looked at this -- that we believe very strongly in the service 
23 mup and that the Air Force conducted an inadequate review of 
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1 intentional. I know how difficult and how complex that it is to 
2 come up with these decisions. But I believe very strongly if 

19 Force. Ours is an organization that represents a four-county 
20 area in South Texas. 
2 1 This morning we would like to discuss with you the 
22 six recommendations that the Navy has made concerning the 
23 facilities at NAS Corpus Christi and NAS ~ingsville complex. As 1 
24 you look at h e  six recommendations I would like to ask you to 
25 ask yourself five questions. Should this be done? Can this be 

1 done? Does it make sense to do this? Is it in tbe best 
2 long-term interest of the Navy to do this? And is it in the 

/ 3 you do not reconsider the flaw of decision that has been made, 1 3 best long-term interest of the taxpayers to do this? As we look I 
1 4 that there will be a premier pilot tmnhg base that will be 

5 lost. The GAO related earlier this week the need for BRAC to 
6 -valuate Reese. I would at this time make a formal 
7 recommendation or request that the base realignment and closure 
8 commission re-evaluate this entire category with regard to the 

1 9 present pilot training, including all of the other bases for 
10 review that have not been accomplished. 
11 I thank you very much for your time. 
12 COMMISSIONER M O ~ O Y A :   hank you very much, to you, 

13 Mayor, and General. Let me ask my colleagues if they have any 

14 questions of the panelists. 
15 Hearing no questions, I want to thank all  three of 
16 you for your presentation and the data you provided us and, 
17 again, the fine hospitality we received in our visit to Lubbock, 
18 Texas. Thank you very much. 
19 (Applause). 
20 C O M M ~ I O N E R  MONTOYA: For planning purposes, what 

do is we'll set up for the next -- I think we have a 
list representing Corpus Christi, Texas. And then we will 

23 take a 15Plinute break before we take the Brooks Air Force Base 
24 panel. 
25 (Pause>. 

4 at each one of these recommendations we will try to answer these 

5 questions with you and for you. 
6 First, let's take a quick trip to South Texas. Most 
7 of you have not had the pleasure of visiting South Texas. 
8 although Commissioner Cox has and I know, Admiral Montoya, you 

9 have been there when Ingleside was first started. We are 
10 looking at an area in the upper middle coast of the Texas Gulf 
11 coast. Let's take a quick look at our military complex as we 
12 know it to exist. The hub of this complex is the Corpus Christi 

13 NAS complex, a federal complex, nine air miles to the north of 
14 Naval Station Ingleside, the home of the circuit fleet, flying 
15 on direct command. Approximately 30 miles, air miles to the 
16 Southwest is NAS ~ingsville complex. 
17 One of the important parts of this slide is something 
18 I'll be coming back to when we talk about air space. You'll 
19 notice that Kingsville is surrounded by the world famous Kin@ 
20 Ranch. It's approximately 1 million acres of land. It offers 
21 no problem as far as air space and any other problems associated 
22 with training aviators. 
23 This is the T-45 trainer. The first recommendation 
24 that the Navy has made, that we wholeheartedly support, is the 
25 single-siting of the T-45 trainer in South Texas in the 
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(1 1 both east and west of the Mississippi. Vay quickly, when you ( 11 When you take the existing -- back up just a minute 1 

w 

9 in-depth analysis of the 11 training bases used for the Air 
10 Force and the Navy for pilot training, both east and west -- 

112 overlay on top of that commercial airline routes, you see that 1 12 and show you. When you take the location, the geographic I 

9 denotes 5,000-foot runways as the minimum, all T-44 capable, 
10 which I'll be talking about in just a moment. 

1 13 the most available air space in the United States for training 1 13 location of the outlying fields and overlay on top of that the / 
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1 Kingsville -- NAS corpus ChristiKngsville complex. When you 
2 look at training aviators, Naval aviators or Air Force aviators, 
3 or any aviators, you look at three basic requkments, air 
4 space, weather, and concrete. We hope to show, and you agree 
5 with the recommendation of the Navy, that we have ample air 
6 space, excellent weather, and certainly available concrete. 
7 Very quickly, last year we commissioned as a task 
8 force Brigadier General Shirley and Captain Alt, to make an 

14 aviators is in South Texas. There will be those who will say we 
15 don't train naval pilots at that elevation. We know that. 
16 However, you do have general aviation pilots who fly at much 
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1 Kingsville complex. 
2 One of the things that you have to look at is the 
3 availability of outlying fields. The importance of this 
4 slide -- and the two colors denote different things, but the 
5 importance of this slide is to demonstrate to you on a 
6 geographic basis the location of the various outlying fields to 
7 both NAS Kingsville and NAS Corpus Christi. The orange color 
8 denotes 8,000-foot runways, all T45 capable. The yellow color 

14 military operating areas, the military warning areas, you see 
15 that the outlying fields are located right in the center of the 
16 existing MOAs, on land -- the purple being on the land, the 

19 is something you do when you mow the grass at a naval base. 
20 Do we have the weather in South Texas to train 
21 military aviators? We think so. This chart very quickly, based 
22 on official pilot data, shows the green being Texas, the yellow 
23 being Mississippi and Florida in some cases. Going from green 

24 to yellow to red, as the military is accustomed to do, green 
25 being the most favorable, red being the least favorable. 
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1 The Meridian team in their Birmingham presentation 
2 raised again -- the question arose of single siting the T-45 
3 aircraft. A 100-year study done by official -- the global 

17 lower elevations who follow the interstates, and unfortunately 
18 some of your general aviation pilots think that a military MOA 

17 yellow being over water. When you look at that on a large map, 
18 you see that almost the entire area of South Texas is a 1 

1 4 tropical cyclone climatic, shows that approximately twice as 1 4 is: If we needed this for surge capability, it's available to I 

19 dedicated military flying area. 
20 We have an additional outlying field in Orange Grove, 
21 already a part of the Kingsville complex, two 8,000-foot 
22 runways. A potential at Goliad. The Navy still owns Goliad, 
23 and I'll come back to that in just a few minutes. Two 
24 8,000-foot runways. A potential at Beeville. As you know, this 
25 was former Chase Field. There are three 8,000-foot runways 
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1 there. Two of those certainly would be available for the Navy 
2 without question. 
3 I think, Mr. Chairman, the important part of this 

1 5 many hurricanes have entenxi the Gulf and moved north into the 1 5 the taxpayers of this country for one dollar per year. We made I 

' 

6 far panhandle Mississippi area as have come w t  in the Gulf of 
7 Mexico. 
8 Now let's talk about concrete. The NAS Kingsviue 
9 complex and the NAS COXPUS Christi complex is blessed with ample 

10 runways. This shows an aerial view of the Kingsville complex, 

6 that arrangement, and that is a formal contract that can be 
7 initiated. 
8 Very quickly, the five questions. Should we 
9 single-site the T-45 aircraft in the NAS ICingde/NAS Corpus 

10 Christi complex? Can we single-site the T-45 aircraft in the 
11 1 two parallel 8,000-foot runways going both ways, for a total of I 11 NAS ~ingsvikhAS corpus Christi complex, and can we allow for I 
112 four 8,000-foot runways, ample concrete at NAS K i n g ~ i k .  1 12 training and surge? I'd invite yo& attention to the graph that I 
13 An up-close look at the ramp, if you can see down in 
14 the lower left-hand comer of the ramp, that's the siting place 
15 for the T-45 trainer as we now know it to exist. The upper 
16 right-hand corner of this slide is where the T-2 was formerly 
17 located when it was located at NAS Kingsville. There's ample 
18 space there of concrete to take the entire T-45 to fly should be 
19 without question. Again asking yourself, can it be done? We 
20 think it certainly can be done at the NAS Kingsville complex as 

13 has 385 at the top. The existing complex at NAS Kingsville will 

14 allow you to train 155 m V s ,  another 100 at Orange Grove. When 
15 the recommendations of the base closure commission -- or the 
16 recommendations of the Navy are completed, with the extension of 
17 the runways at NAS corpus Christi, that allows you to have the 
18 total PTR capability at the two bases of 385. The current Navy 
19 data requires 336. But adding 19 E-2lC-2 pilots, it's 355. The 
20 question then, can we do this in South Texas? Can we 

21 far as concrete is concerned. 
This is the state of the art corrosion control hangar 

21 single-site the T-45 at the NAS ~ingsville/NAS corpus Christi 
22 complex, and I think you'll see the answer is yes. 

23 at NAS Kingsville, large enough to accommodate the entire plant 
24 of T-45. We think this is another example of existing 
25 facilities that already exist at NAS ~ingsville and the NAS 

23 If you'll go to the last bar graph. Do we have ample 
24 capability and capacity to surge? Using Kingsville, Orange 
25 Grove, Corpus Christi, and the taking advantage of what's ban 
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(15 Station to a Naval Air Facility. We don't agree with this. we1 15 members are friends of some people in the audience including 1 
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1 make sense? Is it in the long-term best interest of the Navy 
2 and the taxpayers? We think you can. Currently the capacity of 
3 NAS corpus Christi, using tenant aircraft at the bottom -- and 
4 that's not a very clear slide -- the T-34 fight ops, the T-44 
5 flight ops. Go all the way over to the right-hand side. This 
6 Last graph shows, still utilizing the cutrent tenant aircraft, 
7 adding the MH-53 squadrons, HM-14 and HM-15, your MH-53 

8 squadrons, adding the T-45 that's proposed by the Navy, you 
9 still have ample capacity to leave the T-44 training at Corpus 

10 Christi and outlying fields, at the same time load that capacity 
11  to accommodate U.S. Air Force C-130 pilots, that you're now 
12 training at Corpus Christi and getting their wings there. 
13 Again, another recommendation that the Navy has made 

(16 don't agree with it because we don't, quite frankly, think it / 16 some of our commissioners and staff who knew tbem. And I think I 

Page 5 1 
1 Corpus Christi to an NAF. 
2 Do you have any questions? 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Any of my co~eagues have 
4 questions? 
5 Mr. Neil, thank you very much and all who came with 
6 you. I hope to say kilo to a couple of them when w break here 
7 in a minute. But this hearing is now adjourned, and we'll 
8 reconvene at 10:40. 
9 (Recess). 

10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA:  his hearing is now back in 
1 1  session. But before we start, I think those of you in the 
12 audience heard this morning and General McFalls alluded to the 
13 loss of an airplane a couple of days ago carrying eight members, 

117 makes a lot of sense, we don't think it's cost effective, but we 117 it would be appropriate in their memory for us to observe a I 

20 helicopter air facility, the Army depot. It's home of the chief 
21 naval air training. By the way, one of the recommendations is 
22 to relocate the chief naval air training out of Corpus Christi. 
23 We do not oppose this. We don't want to lose Sinatra, but we do 
24 not oppose this because this is truly internal Navy matter. We 
25 will not oppose that. But it's also home of numerous other 
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1 tenants. 

I 18 think it's more than a naval air station; it's a naval complex. 
19 This federal complex is the home of the world's largest 

2 The Army depot does a lot more in preparing 
3 helicopters than just Army helicopters. Here's a Marine 
4 helicopter and a medic helicopter. This is the makeup of the 

18 moment of silence. We'll do that right now. 
19 (Moment of silence). 

5 work force. Theds 7,000 employees at NAS corpus Christi, the 
6 federal complex. 
7 It has been said we cannot land jets at NAS Corpw 
8 Christi. The last time I looked, that C-5A was no longer 
9 there. So it got there some way and got off some way. 

10 Coast Guard, Customs, hospital, the Federal Reserve 
1 1  Center, Navy, the Army. It's a federal complex. Does it make 
12 sense? We don't think so. Is it in the best and long-term 
13 interest of the taxpayers? We don't think so. 
14 Should we be an NAF like Mayport or should we be an 
15 NAS like Jacksonville? I think it's very clear to most people 
16 that we most closely resemble NAS ~a~kson~i l l e  with all their 
17 tenants than we do NAF Mayport. 
18 Let me summarize very quickly. Down the left-hand 
19 side of the chart are the eight criteria for selection. Across 
20 the top are the six recommen&tions. Very quickly, we do not 
21 oppose Sinatra moving. We support the single-siting of the 
22 T-34. We support the single-siting of the MH-a squadron. We 
23 certainly support the single-siting of the T-45 in the South 
24 Texas complex. And we oppose the T-44 moving for the reasons 

20 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: rhank you very much. God 
21 bless them. 
22 Our next panel is headed by the mayor of San Antonio, 
23 Mayor Nelson Wolff. You have quite a continet here. You can 
24 introduce those who are going to support you and then I'll swear 

25 you in there, you and them in, Mayor. 
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1 MAYOR NELSON WOLFR  hank YOU Very much. We are 
2 very pleased today that coming from San Antonio, getting up at 2 
3 o'clock in the morning, boarding buses to be here to show you 
4 our concern, the commission, to Brooks Air Force Base. With 
5 your permission, may I allow the citizens from San Antonio to 
6 stand? 
7 COMMMISSIONER MONTOYA: You may. 
8 (Applause). 
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: would YOU introduce your 

10 members? 
1 1  MAYOR NELSON WOLFF:  resenting today, the OIleS thal 
12 will be testifying today will be Judge Krier, Jose Villarreal, 
13 and Tullos Wells will be testifying today. The four of us will 
14 be testifymg. 
15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Very well. 
16 (seven ~ t ~ e ~ ~ e ~  sworn). 
17 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: very well. Roceed, Mayor. 
18 MAYOR NELSON WOLFF:  GOO^ morning. 1 am Nelson 
19 Wolff, mayor of the city of San Antonio. And we thank you very, 
20 very much for giving us the opportunity to share with you our 
21 vision of the future of Brooks Air Force Base. 
22 Let me first say that we a~ also very thankful f o ~  
23 Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison who has beem an inspiration to us 
24 and who has helped us in many, many different ways to articulate 

125 that I have given you. And we oppose the redesignation of NAS (25 the arguments that we will present to you today. Let me also 1 
v I 
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I that Congressman Frank Tejcda has worked with us every day 

of helping us organize the community, in terms of 
together our arguments that we're presenting to you 

we are very, very grateful for these two outstanding 
5 public servants to stand here with us today as we present our 

1 8 acknowledge you, but wt also welcome you and it's good to meet 1 8 look for the few hard facts which truly make a difference in I 
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1 to move 3,000 professionals and their work and perhaps losing 50 
2 to 75 percent of them. Frankly, I think you will find it a far 
3 bette~ proposal, one that will close Brooks Air Force Base, keep 
4 the scientists in San Antonio, and save the taxpayers twice as 
5 much as the DoD proposal. During your time as BRAC 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: congressman, I failed to 
6 commissioners, you're going to listen to hundreds of briefings 
7 and rcview thousands of pages of data. I know you will have to 

9 you. 
10 MAYOR NELSON WOLFF:  ore than a year ago I appointed 
11 a special task force to concentrate on Brooks Air Force Base, to 
12 study and to understand the importance of its missions to the 
13 Air Force, to catalog the research and contribution of the 
14 scientists, to recognize the direct role played by Brooks in the 
15 Desert War, and to cone up with a plan to save the Air Force 
16 money. This task farce, with representatives from all parts of 

119 leaders were interviewed, and numbers were scrubbed. It was a 1 19 missions and more than 3,000 people to Ohio and Florida. Then ( 

9 your decisions. If you do not remember anyhng else from 
10 today, please ranember two facts: Our proposal will double the 
11 savings and avoid the risk to Brooks' vital missions. 
12 In the next few minutes County Executive Cyndi Kria 
13 will review the missions of Brooks Air Force Base. The missions 
14 at Brooks are not being performed anywhae else. As a result, I 
15 believe we need to give you an overview, which stresses the 
16 importance of these missions to DOD and our national security 

17 San Antonio, spent thousands of hours preparing for today. 
18 Missions were reviewed, concepts were considered, Air Force 

I 
- - 

20 very thorough process. That process convinced us that Brooks' 20 he will describe an alternative proposal that will provide 
21 missions and scientists are critically important to the 21 vastly smaller closure costs, twice as much savings as the DOD 

17 And then Jose Villarreal, Co-Chair of the BRAC '95 'rask Force 
18 will discuss the D ~ D  proposal to close Brooks and move the I 

22 For% that the Air Force will be conducting human systems 
2' --search somewhere, and that the right place and the most cost 

22 proposal, and eliminate the turbulence and disnqtion of trying 
23 to move 3,000 scientists and professionals, and many of whom 

ve place for it to be is in San Antonio. 
Two weeks ago I spent the morning with Admiral 
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1 Montoya, General Robles, Mrs. Cox, and Mrs. Steele. Together we 

2 to& Brooks Air Force Base and saw firsthand the importance of 

3 this research. We talked with scientists and learned about the 
4 contributions that have been made at Brooks in the human systems 
5 work that made the early space missions possible, the heads-up 
6 display and night vision devices that made such a diffmce in 
7 the Desert War. Brooks has made a difference in war f~ghters. 
8 General Robles and Admiral Montoya and General Davis has seen 

I1 I scientists and heard firsthand that many of them have no 1 11 heart of every aerospace system is a human being. Tbe pilot, I 

24 won't move. And, finally, Tullos Wells, Chairman of The Wter 
25 San Antonio Chamber of Commerce will summarize our presentation 
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1 and answer your questions. 
2 I would like now to present County Executive Cyndi 
3 Krier to give you an overview of Brooks' missions. Judge Krier? 
4 m e  -1 KRIER:  hank you, Mayor. Good morning. 

5 CHAIRMAN: Good morning, Judge. 
6 JUDGE CYNDI KRIER: I would like to spend a few 
7 minutes with you this morning t a w  about the science and 
8 research missions of Brooks Air Force Base, the scientists and Il; that difference in action. 

During that tour, we also interacted with the 

112 intention of leaving San Antonio, that thei have options to 1 12 the navigator, the weapons system operator, the load Aster, the 1 

9 researchers who do them, and about their importance to the 
10 defense capability of the United States of America. At the I 

113 remain in San Antonio with their bioscience and bioengineeing 1 13 crew chief, the weapons director, and all those who support I 
14 communities, and many will not move. That will mean a 
15 sigmficant interruption in the science and, the opinion oi 
16 many, the loss of as much of a decade of research. We also 
17 heard about the very specialized and sophisticated equipment at 
18 Brooks and the fact that it's going to be more expensive to move 
19 than the current estimates would indicate. 
2r We understand that your mission is to save the 

14 them. In reality, there are no unmanned weapon systems. The 
15 combat capability of the United States Air Force depends upon 
16 human beings, and the performance of human beings depends on the 
17 scientists and professionals at Brooks. Brooks Air Force Base, 
18 its missions and its scientists are the Air Force Human Systems 

19 Center. 
20 Brooks Air Force Base is home to a unique collection 

(24 Force Base, save the taxpayers twice as much as the DOD 124 advantage they need to survive andto succeed. The~uman I 

ayers money by reducing the military's infrastructure, and 
of us as taxpayers generally appreciate your efforts and we 

23 want to help you. We have a proposal that will close Brooks Air 

25 proposal, and avoid the risk to human system research of trying 125 Systems Center develops human systems and technologies and 
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21 of scientists, researchers, medical doctors, and technicians who 
22 conduct the human systems research, engineering, and medical 
23 education programs required to give our war fighters the 
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1 serves as the advocate for the human war fighter. The Armstrong 
2 Laboratory develops the advanced operational technologies 
3 requkd to enhance the readiness and protection of human war 
4 fighters. The School of Aerospace Medicine is the major 
5 provider of aviation, space, and environmental medical education 
6 programs for OOD. ~ h c  Human Systcms Program Ofice manages the 
7 development and production of human systems and equipment. And 

8 the Center for Environmental Excellence manages environmental 
9 cleanup, compliance planning, and pollution prevention for the 

10 Air Force. 
11 Brooks is a research mecca, a knowledge base. It 
12 employs more than 3,000 professionals, including nearly 1,000 
13 scientists and engineers. Most have college degrees and nearly 
14 half have advanced degrees. 400 are specially trained 

18 tank battalion. You can't cut orders and just expect them to 
19 go. Many won't go. Our information indicates more than 50 
20 percent won't relocate. And the risk to our war fighting 
21 capability of losing more than half of these scientists is 
22 enormous. These scientists, researchers, medical doctors, and 
23 technical staff provide the human systems advantage that enables 

24 the war fighter to safely and capably employ advanced comb4 
25 systems at the leading edge of technology. And it provides the 
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1 warrior's competitive edge that our Air Force has repeatedly 
2 demonstrated in World War XI, Korea, Vietnam, Granada, Panama, 
3 and the Desert War. 
4 The scientists at Brooks focus on the five areas on 
5 the slide. Let me briefly discuss them with you. Brook 
6 scientists design, develop, and support the combat crew systems 
7 required to optimize human combat performance and survivability 
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1 such as aerospace medicine, aerospace nursing, aerospace 
2 physiology, public health, and bioenvironmental engineering. 
3 This is, without question, the premier aerospace medical 
4 training program in the world. 
5 The occupational and environmental health program 
6 works to eliminate risks from hazardous material, noise, 
7 electromagnetic radiation, and occupational stress from Air 
8 Force operations worldwide, including implementing WA'S Safe 
9 Drinking Water Act and reducing the effects of 

10 bioelectromagnetics on computer users. 
11 The final critical area is environics, the 
12 development and implementation for new techniques for cleaning 

13 up environmental waste science and implementing the technologies 

14 required to ensure environmental compliance by critical Air 

I : ; training instructors. 
The point is: Moving scientists is not like moving a 

16 included projects such as the use of microorganisms to enhance 

17 waste cleanup. I 
18 Now while the projects may sound complicated, the 
19 role of Brooks scientists and technicians is very easy to 
20 understand. They conduct the research and design the equipment 

21 required to give our war fighters the winning advantage. And 
22 they serve as the advocate for the men and women of both today's 
23 and tomorrow's Air Force in the &sign, development, and 
24 operation of the most capable aerospace systems in the world. 
25 That completes the description of Brooks' missions 
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1 and its worker's. However, one more point must be made. Brooks 
2 is an integrated research center. There are important 
3 interrelationships among these missions, and relocating them 
4 presents great risks of losing the critical synergies among them 
5 and degrading the performance of each of the missions. 
6 In addition, the Air Force will lose a large number 
7 of critical scientists and technicians if the DoD proposal 

1 14 vision systems. 1 14 suffer, and of course it's its war fighters who ultimately would I 

' 

8 and to ensure weapon systems are compatible with their human 
9 operators. These efforts include developing the equipment and 

10 training necessary to withstand chemical and biological 
11 attacks. Air crew laser protection systems, advanced 
12 antigravity suits, and equipment for high altitude flight, 
13 infrared voice communications, heads-up displays, and night 

115 In the human resources area Brooks scientists 1 15 be placed in harm's way. That means the Bmks  human systans 1 

8 becomes reality. Many will choose to stay in San Antonio with 
9 our research and development community. Our evaluation suggests 

10 that more than 50 percent won't move. It would take years to 
11 rebuild these research and scientific teams, if that could be 
12 done at all. 
13 As a result, the nation's military capability would 

116 developed unique personnel and training technolog~es including 1 16 missions and scientists are an essential part of the Air Force's I 
17 human systems integration, pilot situational awareness training, 
18 and air crew multitask training. Particularly important is the 
19 growing use of artificial intelligence and tutoring systems 
20 which provides big savings for taxpayers. 
2 1 In the aerospace medicine area Brooks scientists 
22 provide research and operational medical support in fields like 
23 aeromedical epidemiology and hyperbaric medicine, and they 
24 develop new aeromedical systems and equipment. In addition, 
25 they train more than 5,000 medical students each year in fields 

17 combat capability. It is important to mnember that the Air 
18 Force has already debmined that these missions and scientists 
19 must be retained. None are recommended for elimination. They 

20 will be somewhere, and we will show you that keeping Brooks 
21 working, keeping the scientists in San Antonio avoids the risk 
22 of losing them and is much more cost effective. 
23 As you can see from this slide, San Antonio provides 
24 a one-of-a-kind military human systems environment, an 
25 environment that provides human systems synergies that are 
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6 opportunities for interaction and joint ventures among the 
7 scientists and researchers at Brooks and at these facilities 
8 that can't be found in Dayton, Ohio or Panama City. These 
9 organizations have conducted hundreds of joint projects with 

10 Brooks, studies like the bio effects of microwave radiation an( 
11 the development of techniques to overcome adverse effects of 
12 G forces on fighter pilots. There is a big benefit to the Air 
13 Force and to taxpayers because the Brooks missions and 
14 scientists are in San Antonio, where the public and private 
15 sectors can cooperate. They can, they have, and they will; and 
16 that can be maximized. 
17 Now, I'd like to introduce Mr. Jose Villarreal, who 
18 will discuss the D ~ D  proposal to close Brooks and an alternative 
19 that will close Brooks but will save the taxpayers at least 
20 twice as much as the DOD proposal while avoiding the risk of 
21 trying to move 3,000 scientists, engineers, doctors, 
22 technicians, and their research, and having to replace what is 

I Page 6 1 
~olurcly unmatched anywhere in the military. San Antonio also 

a civilian community filled with biomedical research and 
hing activities that do not exist at the proposed relocation 

4 sites, and that research community also provides synergy with 
5 the missions at Brooks. In San Antonio there are many 

6 emphasize at this point that this map is only a draft to 
7 demonstrate feasibility. The Air Force would obviously 
8 determine the actual boundaries. I would also like to point out 

9 that the factor that makes the cantonment strategy workable and 

10 very cost effective is that Kelly and Lackland are a very short 
1 1 14 miles away in distance. 
12 Using the Department of Defense COBRA model and thc 
13 Air Force planning factors, we calculated the cost in savings of 

14 this proposal. Brooks Air Force Base still closes, at least 391 
15 positions are still eliminated, and 5 1 8 people will still 
16 ~t:locate to Lackland and Kelly. Howeve, the one-time closure 
17 costs are only $1 1 mdlion instead of $185 million because the 
18 huge military construction and movement costs are avoided. In 
19 addition, the net present value of the 20-year savings is 
20 $301 million. That's twice the savings of the Department of 
21 Defense proposal. And the savings begin in the first year 
22 instead of the seventh. 
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1 of the present base. The remainder of Brooks would be closed 
2 and made available for reuse. There are a couple small 
3 activities that are currently located outside of the proposed 
4 cantonment area. These could remain as stand-alone buildings in 

5 the reuse area or be moved into the cantonment area. I want to 

Now, let's look at the two proposals side by side 
24 again. Both close Brooks Air Force Base and both eliminate 391 

4 Brooks Air Force Base and move the missions to Dayton, Ohio and 
5 Panama City, Florida and the alternative which would close 
6 Brooks but keep the missions in San Antonio at a small 
7 cantonment area. 
8 Let's look at the two proposals side by side. As you 
9 can see, both close Brooks Air Force Base and both eliminate a 

4 trust is avoided, and the synergies with the San Antonio 
5 military and civilian human systans and bioscience communities 

6 are maintained. 
7 Frankly, the cantonment is a far better alternative. 
8 It closes Brooks Air Force Base, it saves the taxpayers twicc as 
9 much money, and it continues to save more than the Department of 

110 391 manpower space. We actually believe we can save 423 spaces, ) 10 Defense proposal forever. Well, for at least the 700 years we ( 
11 1 but we use the smaller Department of Defense number to ensure an 1 11 ran on the COBRA model. Now I would like to present to you Mr. I 
12 apples-to-apples comparison. Even so, the cantonment 
1 3  alternative avoids moving nearly 3,000 people, saves 
14 $174 million in onctime closurc costs, and saves twice as much 

15 taxpayers money over 20 years. Let me show you why this is 
16 true. We call this alternative the cantonment strategy. Under 
17 U s  proposal Brooks Air Force Base would close its plant. 
18 However, the major research and education missions would runain 
1 9  at Brooks in a small cantonment area, and all base operating and 

Tullos Wells who is going to summarize for us and answer your 

questions. Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. 
MR. TULLOS WELLS: Good morning, ladies and 

gentlemen. Chairman Montoya and Commissioners, allow me the 
courtesy of summarizing briefly and pointing out some particular 
issues to which we would direct your attention as you make your 
deliberations. 

1 2 ~  -1 property maintenance support would be provided by Kelly or 120 We have endeavored today to tall< about the people at 1 
and. In other words, Brooks' research and education 

Ion would be supported by an adjacent host space at a huge 
23 savings. 
24 This map shows how the cantonment area rmght look. 
25 The light blue area is the cantonment. That's about 15 percent 

21 Brooks and the work they do, the cost comparison that my 
22 colleague, Mr. Villarreal, just pointed out between the DoD 
23 proposal and the San Antonio cantonment plan, and particular 
24 risk to the commission if the Department of Defense should 
25 endeavor to move them. Now, as Mayor Wolff requested, wben you 
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5 right now to provide the base operations support and real 
6 property maintenance support? 
7 MR. TULLOS WELLS: In fact, we are confident that 
8 they do. As you well know and I believe you had mentioned 
9 previously, in fact it's a benefit to them because they spread 

10 their costs over some additional workload and it really provides 
11 no additional problem for either Kelly or Lackland. At the same 
12 time it allows them to perform those functions without any 
13 additional cost to the Air Force. 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: SO I guess what you're 
15 test@ng is that Kelly or Lackland does not hiccup if asked tc 
16 take the additional mission on of providing the base operations 

17 support and real property maintenance support. 
18 MR. TULLOS WELLS: That is correct. That's our 
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5 MR. TULLOS WELLS: ~ n d  the numbers comc out the way 
6 we have provided it to you; that's comct. 
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:  hank you very much. 
8 MR. TULLOS WELLS: commissioner, we have scrubbed 
9 these numbers in every possible way to make sure that the 

10 presentation we make to you is absolutely supported. 
11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:  hank you, Mr. Wells. 
12 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ e n e r a l  Davis? 
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have no questions. 
14 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I don't have any questions. 1 
15 just wanted to comment to the group -- and many of you have 
16 heard me say it before, but I want to thank you both for your 
17 hospitality when we visited your city and for putting together 
18 this proposal because it really helps us scrub the numbers wben 

- 
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ve fixed costs in both those bases and are really into the 
'able costs. And the question is: Does Kelly or does 
kland or eitherlor have the ability to absorb the additional Y!!c 

4 workload to make this happen? That is, do they have capacity 
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1 associated with performing those things at Kelly and Lackland; 
2 that's correct. 
3 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: ~ n d  the numbers still come out 
4 the way you propose? 

21 fact what Kelly and Lackland's variable costs are as opposed to 
22 a Wright Patterson or somewhere else? We didn't get into tha 
23 level of detail, not getting their results. Did you all look at 

' analysis to see what the different variable cost components 

and are you, quote, "getting a deal" by getting the base ops 
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1 support fnnn a Kelly as opposed to a Wright Patterson for 
2 example. 
3 MR. TULLOS WELLS: commissioner, we did look at that 
4 specifically wben we prepared the numbers to p m t  to you, and 

5 we're confident that the savings that we proposed to you in fact 
6 will be there. Mr. Roberson, who has worked with us on this, 
7 can provide further information if you'd like. 
8 CHA[RMAN MONTOYA: was Mr. Roberson swom? If he 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: ~ n d  that's notwithstanding the 

9 speak., I don't think he was sworn in. 
MR. ROBERSON: Yes, sir, 1 was. 

19 you've done so much work initially. So we look forward to 
20 looking at this further. We asked the Air Force yesterday how 

11 CHADRMAN MONTOYA: YOU were? Would you stand up? 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: A Shake of the head would 
13 probably give me all the body language I need. 
14 MR. TULLOS WELLS:  he information -- the question 
15 you have asked, Commissioner, we have responded to in our 
16 proposal. It does save the money that we propose it to save. 

21 far along they've come in analyzing your proposal. They didn't 
22 have an answer for us yet on that, but we look forward to 
23 working with you on this potential proposal. 
24 MR TULLOS WELLS: commissioner, thank you very 
25 much. We were pleased to have you in San Antonio, and we look 
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1 forward to having you back in San Antonio as a tourist as 
2 opposed to in an official capacity. 
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I notice you've changed that 
4 since how you worded it earlier. 
5 MR. TULLOS WELLS: Let me at this time ask Mayor 
6 Wolff to return to the podium for a few moments. Thank you very 
7 much. 
8 MAYOR NELSON WOLFF: I would like at this time to 
9 recognize Councilpersons Burke, Yiama, and Larson who made the 

10 trip up with us today, and Commissioner Tejeda, Robert Tejeda, 
11 Commissioner Novac; and we appreciate very much that they came 
12 along. Part of this integration in the community that we spoke 
13 of, a major part of that is the University of Texas Health 
14 Science Center and Dr. John Howe, president of the health 
15 science center is with us today; and many, many research 
16 projects go along with his institution. 

1 17 We have looked at variable costs associated with moving those1 17 Again, let me say we thank you very, very much for I 
18 support missions to either Lackland or Kelly. 
19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:  he other question is, just to 
20 -rake sure we're balanced on both sides of the equation here, 

assume that Kelly andlor Lackland added back in the 
tional personnel required to a base ops staff to do this 

23 additional work? 
24 MR. TULLOS WELLS:  hat's correct. We looked at and 
25 added into our cost proposals the incremental cost that would be 

18 allowing us to present this case to you. We thank you very much 
19 for your service to the nation, and we hope that you will 
20 favorably look on our proposal. Thank you. 
21 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much, Mayor. 
22 SENATOR HUTCHISON: IS there still time left because 
23 I'd like to comment? 
24 CHAIRh4AN MONTOYA: Yes, there is, Senator. 
25 Assistant Goode, please time. 
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I 5 emphasize a quality issue. 1 5 behind me -- that there's even been some indication they have I 

- 
W 

6 Dr. John Howe is the head of the University of Texas 
7 Health Science Center. The cooperation between the medical 
8 community in San Antonio and what tbey are able to give in extra 
9 quality adds to the accreditation possibilities for Brooks and 

Page 73 
1 SENATOR HUTCHISON: I just wanted to make one 
2 statement, a point of emphasis. I think that the community made 

3 a terrific statement on the bottom line cost savings, and that 
4 is of course I think your major concern. But I want to 

10 also the added learning that can come from their cooperation. 
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1 Oklahoma delegation so that they can get on back to Oklahoma 
2 City before we open the floor for public comment. App-tly 
3 there has been what is reported to be a bomb in the federal 
4 building that has cost life, and apparently -- I'm hearing 

1 1  And I think that research component is the icing on the cake. 
12 The bottom line is the savings, and I applaud the 
13 originality of the City of San Antonio and its leaders. But 
14 when you take that as the basic and then you add the extra 
15 quality that cannot be matched anywhere else from the University 

16 of Texas Health Science Center and the commitment the State of 
17 Texas has to that quality medical institution, I just wanted to 
18 emphasize that point because I think it is so very important. 
19 Thank you very much. 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much, Senator. 
2 1 Congressman, I'll swear you in if you'd like to have 
22 some words to say. 
23 CONGRESSMAN 'IEJEDA: 1'd just like to once again 
24 thank the commissioners for their service and certainly your 
25 attention to our proposal, but also drawing your attention once 
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1 again -- 
2 CHW MONTOYA: May I swear you in, Congressman? 
3 I have to do this. 
4 (Congressman Tejeda sworn). 
5 CONGRESSMAN TEJEDA: I would like just to once again 
6 draw the attention of the commissioners to the tremendous 
7 support of those individuals from San Antonio who came up, at 
8 great personal sacrifice I might add. Many of than had children 
9 that they had to make other -ts to get them clothed and 
10 breakfast and get them to school. Many took days off from work 
11 to be here. So there's tremendous community support, and I 
12 think that that is seen and I want to thank them personally for 
13 their sacrifice and for your being here. So again, thank you 
14 very much again. 
15 M~URMAN MONTOYA: you're welcome. Thank you for 
16 coming up and being with us again. 
17 (Applause). 

6 found a second one. So there has bccn a very, very sad state of 
7 affairs in Oklahoma, and we want to acmmmodate them. 
8 So with that, we have a quorum of commissioners 
9 present and so -- Mayor Todd, good to see you again. Would you 
lo introduce your team and I'll swear them in? 
1 1  MAYOR BRUCE TODD:  hank you very much. We're 
12 pleased to have the opportunity to be back in front of you to 
13 discuss the issue of Bergstrom. I would like to start by 
14 introduction of the team who will be responding to questions. 
15 And they are -- and I will just read these in order. Rick 
16 Wheeler, John Meritt, Chad Huston, Lance Hill, Bill Welch, and 
17 Chuck Gabus on slides. 
18 You know, I think as -- you heard a mayor already 
19 today, and mayors take great pride in their cities, but they 
20 particularly take pride when there is so much support in terms 
21 of the citiims giving of their time and effort as did so many 
22 people from San Antonio in the previous presentation. And I 
23 want to say thanks to them and all the people who helped work on 
24 this presentation. 
25 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: very good. We'll have them a1 
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1 rise, and they can participate. 
2 (Seven witnesses sworn). 
3 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Very well. And ~el~0lIle.  
4 MAYOR BRUCE TODD:  hank YOU again. We have before 
5 you today of course the slide presentation, one tape that some 
6 of you have seen. But I want to start with what we believe is a 
7 very important statement and will be the hallmark of our 
8 presentation, and that's a qwte made by Sbsry Goodman in June 
9 1994 that said "Bergstrom is the perfect example of base reuse 
10 this administration is looking for." We believe that we have 
1 1  demonstrated that through the efforts that we have made in the 
12 past few years and believe as we go through our analysis today 
13 that will be abundantly clear. 
14 We believe that Bergstrom has a joint 
15 civilian/military operation that is not only productive and 
16 efficient, but it is the kind of reuse that is appropriate as we 
17 move into the next decade, the next century, as we engage 

18 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~efore we get started, I'd like to 
19 make an announcement. There is a slight change in our 
20 schedule. We will start -- we will convene on time with 
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18 ourselves in military p r e p d e s s  and making sure that we take 

19 advantage of all the things in front of us. 
20 We will be focusing today of course on the federal 

21 Bagstrom Air Force - Air Reserve Base in Austin, and then we 

22 follow that with five minutes from the Air Force Electronic 
23 Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity. And theo because of 
24 apparently some rather -- a sad event that has occurred in 
25 Oklahoma City this morning, we're going to proceed with the 
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21 promise that was r e f d  to by the Senator and by the Governor 
22 in thkr opening comments earlier today. We'll be talking about 
23 what's happening at Bergstrom in this year, 1995. We'll be 
24 talking about the evaluation criteria both in terms of the 
25 mission requixunents as well as the cost requirements We'll be 
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' 'Ling about a proposal that we want to put in front of you, 

're your need specifics. We'll also be concluding with 
mments that will be appropriate to the presentation. w 

4 I do want to move first, though, to a promise. I 
5 want to read these for emphasis. The comment made by the 1991 

6 base closurc and realignment commission, 'The Air Force Reserve 

7 units shall I.anain in a cantonment area if the base is converted 
8 to a civilian airport." Reading now from the 1993 base closure 

9 and rmlignment commission, "Bergstrom's cantonment area will 
10 remain open and the 407th fighter squadron with the F-16 
11 aircraft and the 924th fighter group support units will remain 
12 at the Bergstrom cantonment area at least until the year 1996." 
13 We realize this is 1995, and 1996 is ahead of us; but we believe 
14 that those words constituted a promise and reliance upon the 
15 Austin community to move forward on this effort. 
16 It should be noted that Bergstrom was not to be 
17 converted to an airport. I note -- excuse me -- Austin had 
18 looked at Bergstrom for almost two decades and requesting joint 

I 19 use, but that not having been granted, they made a decision -- 
20 after a great deal of community struggle -- to put an airport 
2 1 noaheast of our community. We had spent nearly $10 million and 

2 2  were literally a week away from making a purchase of land when 
23 that announcement was made in 199 1, two weeks after I took 

ce. We understood the relevance and the importance of th~ 
fil(llt us propods that were being made and the thrust of tha~ 
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1 airport and proceeded immediately to abandon those 
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1 to another location. Let me state here that it is not 
2 our purpose to try to influence the city at all in how 
3 you decide to use Bergstrom Air Force Base. Certainly we 
4 would like to see an airport there because then we could 
5 leave the unit right where it is. But that's your 
6 decision, that's the community's decision; and however 
7 you decide, we will make it work for the Department and 
8 the Air Force." 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. 'Ihat's very helpful 

10 MAYOR BRUCE TODD: We believe that that statement, 
11 along with others I previously read, constitute a promise. I 
12 made a promise to the Austin public in seeking approval for that 
13 bond election, and that is that we would move swiftly and with 
14 all deliberate cost containment issue to produce the most cost 
15 effective airport that could be a joint airport used by both the 
16 military as well as civilian use. 
17 Not mentioned in the slides though was the regional 
18 control facilities we have located on that base which is part of 
19 the reserve that's staying there, and that is a state of the art 
20 facility whch saves the Air Force between 1.5 to $2 million a 
21 year as opposed to other uses. We have before us, as you can 
22 tell from the slide, a master plan that we are proceeding with 
23 that allows for a cantonment area for the reservists, in the 
24 yellow picture, to be used for their exclusive use. It should 
25 be noted, and something I failed to point out the other day, 
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1 that the entirety of the Bergstrom land was not bought by the 

115 slide. This tape, by the way, was edited We have the full 1 15 feet to make sure that the military needs were met in their I 

2 voter-approved plans. And mayors don't abandon voter-approved 

3 plans once they are made without a great deal of concern, a 
4 great deal of interest, and a great deal of thought about what 
5 is to come. 
6 We believe the reliance upon the joint use that was 
7 being proposed was an appropriate one. You abandoned those 
8 plans and immediately started worlung toward a vital election 
9 which was held in 1993, which passed by 63 percent, a much 

10 higher margin than I ever received personally, but a 63 percent 
11 margin to reuse Bergstrom as a civilian airport and started in 
12 the planning efforts. 
13 Now, moving on to that promise. I would like to play 
14 a tape that some of you have seen earlier, if I may. We have a 

2 military. It was bought by Austin taxpayers in 1941 as part of 

3 the military effort. So this free land will be kept by the 
4 military if this decision, this recommendation we beard is to be 
5 used as a cantonment area. 
6 It should be pointed out that in our plans, in our 
7 reliance on the promise we have ma& sure that ow planning and 

8 our engineering will satisfy cantonment reservists. We have 
9 moved the -- we have located the terminal site appropriately to 

10 not the cheapest location but to accommodate the military. We 

11 have proposed an access road, we have proposed a northern 
12 alignment of the airport, not the cheapest but the one that 
13 accommodated tbe military. We have proposed a second runway, 
14 not at the 7,000 feet the airlines are requested, but at 9,000 

125 we're compelled by law to take action to move that unit 125 and -- at the Bergstrom site preparing the site for the use. I 

- .  

16 version to play. 
17 SPEAKER ON VIDEOTAPE: -rhe law and the Base Closure 
18 Act requires the Air Force to leave the reserve unit here 
19 at Bergstrom, but it also requires the community to 
20 decide by June of 1993 as to whether or not they're going 

to have an airport there, because obviously we have to 
have an airport operator there in order to support that 

23 reserve. If there is -- by June of 1993, if there is not 
24 a decision by the community to establish an airport, then 

L 
. . - 

1 
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16 entirety. We awarded a contract just a month ago for a fire 
17 station, a basic necessity of an airport, be it civilian or 
18 military. This will be a joint use facility between the two 
19 communities to be used for the future. We have spent over 
20 f 540,000 just docating utilities to accommodate the cantonment 

21 area. 
22 As you can see from that slide, there's not just 
23 words that's being floated around; these are actual work -- thi 
24 is actual work that's going on today as we are sitting here 
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1 Now as I had mentioned earlier, I have been here 
2 before. Certainly I was here in spirit in 199 1 for the hearing 
3 then, when it was in Birmingham in 1993 for thc hearing, and now 
4 I'm glad you're in Texas. Although I'd rather not be here, I'IT 
5 glad you're here for the hearing in 1995. We believe that the 
6 promise has b&n ma&, and the plans that we are underway with I 
7 show that, as was said in the previous -- as made in the 
8 previous comments, is the appropriate way to go. 
9 Now, looking at 1995, we acknowledge that the reason 

10 for a change -- that there's a higher criteria for putting on a 

-- --  
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1 other ams. One I'd like to focus on is one that's third from 
2 the bottom which is the weapons drop areas. Noting again that 
3 in many of the D ~ D  analyses we're listed as red. According to 
4 our information we should be marked as gran. Looking at the 
5 next slide, the full range mission drop, the full scale mission 
6 drop ranges for green criteria, less than 200 nautical miles; we 
7 are less than 60 nautical miles from Fort Hood, the base that I 
8 mentioned earlier. We believe certainly that points to a 
9 different grading criteria. 

10 In looking to the next slide, in summary I want to 
11 1 unit where a previous decision has been made. That criteria had ] 1 1  say that we simply believe that the analysis that was prepared I 
112 to do with providing such changes that are necessitated by 1 12 was incorrect and in looking at the information provided on the I 
113 additions -- structure force additions or organization for (13 back of it, you will see that our analysis is correct and that ( 
14 simcant revisions of cost effectiveness. We believe both in 
15 terms of the mission of Bergstrom reservists as well as the 
16 cost, that the information contained in the recommendation is in 
17 error. I would like to review that for just a moment. 
18 In looking at the operational side of the uses, we 
19 believe that -- if you flip the slide -- we believe that no 
20 consideration was given to the joint Army -- to the Army/joini 
21 operations as contained there. We believe that only three of 
22 the six fighter unit locations were compared. We believe that 
23 no comparison was made of Austin-Bergstrom for alternative 
24 mission and requested the evaluation of a, quote, "objective 
25 criteria". 
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1 Moving forward on -- you need to understand that one 
2 of the primary uses of Bergstrom is to provide support 
3 facilities. And indeed the primary facility is -- that we have 

14 that decision -- that recommendation needs to be revisited. 
15 Now, on to the dollars briefly. We believe that only 
16 the Air Force Reserve dollars were considered. We believe the 
17 construction costs at alternative locations were not 
18 consided. We question why only three reserve locations were 
19 considered. And we believe that the overhead costs primarily, 
20 which is much of this discussion in the cost area, were 
21 considered in 1994 terms, not in 1996 when full joint use will 
22 Occur. 
23 Moving to the next slide, I'd like to point out that 
24 in our analysis Austin is right in the middle in terms of net 
25 present value of savings in closure. Below that, Homestead, 
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1 below that Fort Worth, and certainly comparable to the other 
2 cities that should have been looked at as part of the analysis. 
3 When you move on to the discussion of what the 

6 we do provide support for that facility. 6 And I believe that that estimate is well supported by the backup 
7 Moving on to some of the actual analysis, and I' 7 that you have in hand. 
8 just going to hit on some high points to these and leave the We understand that DOD analysis in 1 994 is far 
9 rest for Q and A. But when we looked at -- if we go back to diffgent than what's going to be occurring in 1996 when we have 

' 

4 to support, that we all support, is that of Fort Hood, the 
5 largest military and largest Army base in the free world And 

10 first slide previous to that, when we look at some of the 
1 I analysis of the objective criteria, we believe it's simply 
12 incorrect. In fighter mission, we agreed with the D ~ D  analysis 
13 but in the other areas where we were classified as red by DOD, 

14 we believe that area ought to be green and overall ought to be 
15 green. I'd like to look at the next slide, at the bomber and 
16 tanker issue. Let it be understood that Bergstrom was built as 
17 a longer base. The minimum criteria for graen is 150 feet wide 
18 and 1,000 feet long. We are at 300 feet wide and 12,000 feet 
19 long. The taxiways, 75 feet wide; we're at 150 feet wide. 
20 Apron, 283,000 square feet; we're at almost 800,000 square 

4 relevant costs are, we believe that they're simply much lower in 
5 terms of costs for the military than compared to DOD analysis. 

10 true joint operations. In 1995, just next year, we're going to 
1 1  have air cargo opening and handling some of those joint costs. 
12 In 1996 the Air National Guard is scheduled to move its military 
13 aviation operations to Bergstrom, thus absorbing some of those 
14 costs. And of course in 1998 we will have full commercial use 
15 of that airport thereby reducing the cost to the military in a 
16 more significant way. 
17 We have also taken a look, at your request, at 
18 possible other operations. I'm not here as mayor of the City of 
19 Austin to tell you or the military what the best plans would k 
20 to address what we think are inadequately laid out in the 

121 feet. We believe the analysis shows are wrong. I remember the 121 analysis. But we do want to suggest to you. One that we would I 
122 day watching a 747 with the space shuttle on top land on that 122 suggest was that we ought to look at Carswell in terms of 1 

25 Lmlung on to the evaluations concerning a number of 125 room available to do so, and provide cost saving? as well as I 
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23 airport. I believe it's adequate for the purpose stated and 
24 certainly should be green, a far better color than red. 

23 combining the reservists not at Carswell but at kgstrom. We 
24 believe that's an efficient kind of operation, has much more 
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Ze about Carswell two years hence, a few years previous, tbcre 
only 4,000 people on duty at the shutdown. They're 

oposing there would be 1 1,500 under the plans that are w 
5 presently presented to you. There were only 30 aircraft 
6 stationed there; 140. And if you'll move to the next slide, yot 
7 will see that compared to Austin, that will be -- if you move 
8 those 140 aircraft, they will be flying in one of the most 

Page 85 I 1 opational efficiency. i would note that when the decision was 
2 one that permits full-time use on a year-round basis, a way to 
3 more further the analysis. 
4 As was said in the previous presentation, your job is 
5 one of the most difficult that could be possibly undertaken. 
6 You have difficult decisions to make. We understand that and 
7 appreciate the commitment of time and energy you put to your 
8 task. We believe that we have fulfilled our end of the 
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1 oppoxtunity in terms of direct operations. Also, our weather is I 

- - 1 9 congested areas in the-eatire country. / 9 promise. We feel also that we have an excellent cost analysis 1 

112 great justification for a proposed move that we presented in 1 12 Congress and by this Commission in 1991, it has been lived up to I 

We also took at look at -- so moving on to the next I :: slide, if you just analyze the numbers, we believe that there's 
10 to present to you, your backup; it was outlined here briefly 
11 today. We UlinL by looking to the future that was laid out by I 

124 We believe that a move from Carswell -- next slide 124 that you've provided to us, and if indeed they are comxted, I 

13 your information of Carswell m i s t s  to Austin. We also took 

14 a look at Homestead, and certainly the tragedy at Homestead of 
15 the natural phenomenon that occurred there must have affected 
16 their score because we believe that there is sigmficant reason 
17 to question that move, as you must have seen in some of your 
18 presentations. In effect, due to decisions made in bullet point 
19 one and two, you'll have a single squadron at Homestead with 
20 about an $88-million-dollar cost in new construction alone, 15 
21 million of which has been already been spent. 
22 Move on to the next slide then. I think that just 
23 shows some of the analysis. 

13 by Austin every day since, that we have a great opportunity at 
14 y'all go about reviewing this hopefully in the Bergstrom 
15 decision. 
16 Thank you very much. 
17 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you, Mayor. 
18 MAYOR BRUCE TODD: 1'11 be glad to answer any 
19 questions you may have. 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. Any questions? 
2 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I don't have a question, and I 
22 was getting an answer from my partner here. I just wanted you 
23 to know that we have bounced off all the corrected statistics 

1 great opportunities for this commission to look at and for DOC 

2 to look at in terms of their presentation. Next slide please. 
3 I'd like to close by saying that there is something 
4 that we believe strongly, whether it's among people or among 
5 governments, and that is the ability to rely on promises that 

se - a move from Carswell, a close of Homestead all provide 
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6 are made. I have led my community through a p a t  deal of 
7 ordeal and a great deal of soul-searching and a financial 
8 commitment of over $400 million in bond monies to be able to 

9 accomplish and M i l l  the promise of the commission that we 
10 believe we agreed to in 1991 and reaffirmed through this 
1 1 commission's support in 1993. We believe that the cost 
12 justification for allocation of costs which were anticipated 
13 have not been properly accounted for, and we believe that will 

25 they're at the Air Force and the trusty answer is we're supposed 
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1 to get an answer back by the 27th of April on if the -- there 
2 can be adjustments to the measurements of runways, taxiways, et 

3 cetera So I just wanted you to know that was in the works. 
4 MAYOR BRUCE TODD:  hat's very helpful. We do 
5 appreciate that very much. 

I 

6 Anythtng else we can help you with? 
7 CHAU~MAN MONTOYA: well, I think you made your case 

8 very clear. And I didn't swear the fellow on that TV set. 
9 MAYOR BRUCE TODD: we will leave the ~ & g  to 

10 later. We simply look forward to a favorable recommendation by 
11 this Commission. 
12 Gentlemen, we thank you all for being here. 
13 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ n d  we thank you all. And 

15 and we believe that those joint operations with the U. S. Arm] 
16 certainly can make a great deal of sense. 
17 Austin is not a community that will be as highly 
18 affected as some others you will look at, and we understand 
19 that. We also believe, for that very fact, with the high 
20 education level of Austin, the fact it is a high technology work 
21 force, that we have great opportunities for recruitment in years 
' ome as far as what we have offered to WD as part of the 
m y s i s .  We are one of the very few metropolitan areas in 
24 Texas that is below the environmental attainment standards that 

114 be apparent through the nview. We believe in joint operations, 
15 to leave that day, but the tour was really good, especially 
16 seeing that Nick Rose has grown Southern. That is an 
17 engineering piece of work. 
18 MAYOR BRUCE TODD: We believe that is a wonderful 
19 operation. It would be a tragedy to throw that away. It and 
20 serves the needs of the military, both Army, Navy, and Air 
21 Force, for quite some time here. 
22 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: There's no question they fed 
23 very, very comfortable where they are. No question that they 
24 enjoy their relationship with you. 

25 are set forth by EPA. we believe that provides a gmt  deal of / 25 MAYOR BRUCE TODD: Part of that is they just don't 

1 14 particularly our visit was very worthwhile. The tour - we had 
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114 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Let me -- let me comment, our 1 14 kind of situation we got in with the B-1 where the equipment I 
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1 want to leave Austin. The other part of it is they do fine work 
2 here and very proud of the product they produce. 
3 Well, again, I want to thank y'all -- thank the troop 
4 from Austin that came up for their time and effort; thank y'all 
5 for yours. We certainly will be glad to respond at any later 
6 time to any questions you may have. 
7 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. 
8 (Applause). 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Is the -- I guess they are 

10 prepared, the delegation from the Air Force Electronic Warfare 
11 Evaluation Simulator Facility. 

I:: Are y ' all ready to go? 
MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: Yes, sir. 

1 15 friends from Oklahoma are going to be prepared, but because of 1 15 didn't work. We n d  not to say that this equipment will keep I 
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1 impact would be avoided if we did not move it. 
2 First, you need to know that the AFEWES is a 
3 laboratory that occupies about 39,000 square feet of space 
4 within the Air Force plant floor which L o c W  operates for the 
5 Air Force. It exists to test the ability of the electronic 
6 warfare and infrared electronic warfare countermeasure systems 
7 to protect the airplanes against SAM threats. This is done 
8 under actual battle conditions. During Desert Storm the 
9 countermeasms were put on board every U.S. airplane; every 

10 coalition airplane had been tested in the AFEWES. AFEWES is 
1 1 needed because it can test m equipment at every single stage of 

12 the development from concept through the final product. If you 
13 wait until equipment is flyable, you generally get in the same 

16 Brooks we had five people signed up from San Antonio, five who 
17 signed up and their buses are waiting. We are going to hear 
18 their public comment, and then we'll take the Oklahoma 
19 delegation. 
20 So, Mr. Anderson, are you the lead for this group? 
2 1 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: yes, sir, I am. 
22 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ n d  are they -- are you going tc 
23 be the sole testifler, or do you want me to swear them all in? 
24 You only have five minutes. 
25 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: Swear them dl in. 
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1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: All right, let's do that. 
2 (Five witnesses sworn). 
3 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: very well. Mr. Anderson, please 

16 you from having to go over the flight test, because we do need 
17 flight tests; but AFEWES is a critical piece in the electronic 
18 process testing. 
19 AFEWES is needed because it is far less expensive 
20 than the flight test. I will present you a paper in the book I 
2 1 will give you presented by the 5 13 test squadron from Moffet to 

22 an infrared testing symposium earlier this month that says 
23 AFEWES testing did things impossible to do in flight test. 
24 While doing that it saved $5 million in flight tests and 
25 increased the odds that the B-1 can perform its mission 
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1 successfully and come home bringing the crew home safely. At 

2 the same symposium the Air Force manager, Eglin Air Force Base, 
3 remarked that the cost of AFEWEs testing was less than three 

5 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON:  hank you, Admiral Montoya. 

6 My name is Charlie Anderson. I'm the Viceh iden t  of Special 
7 Programs at Lockbced, Fort Worth Company. Let me begin by 

1 4 proceed. 
5 testing does not eliminate the need for flight testing, but it 
6 can minimize the amount of expense that fight testing 
7 requires. 

/ 4 percent of the cost of flight testing. As I said before, AFEWES I 

w 

25 financial sense. And, three, unnecessary and unstated community 125 Anny's system which is a countermeasure eystcm, and tests for I 
Donna L. Collins, CSR Page 89 - Page 92 
Collins & Miller, P.C., Dallas, Texas (214) 220-2449 

23 military value which would be degraded if the laboratory was to 

24 be relocated, and, two, an AFEWES move makes very little 

8 thanking you -- is this microphone on? 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: It doesn't sound like it. 

10 (Pause). 
11 MR CHARLES ANDERSON:  gain, my name is Charlie 
12 Anderson. I'm the Vice-President of Special Programs at 
13 L o c k b d  Fort Worth Company. Let me begin by thanking you for 

14 the opportunity to present our case for the AFEWES laboratory 
15 remaining in Fort Worth. I'm sure that most of you, until you 
16 saw the name in the commission, didn't realize what an AFEWES 

17 was, and I'm not sure all of you do still. By limiting us to 
18 five minutes, you've done two things. You've allowed me to sit 
19 down, and you can say to yourself a new guy is pressing us. So 

20 I appreciate that too. 
21 Our case for keeping the AFEWES is very simple. One, 
22 the AFEWES is a sigmficant cross-service in international 

23 the Priority 1-1 Special Access Required program and numerous 

24 O S ~ s p o n ~ ~ r e d  infrared countermeasures tests, a test of the 

8 Now let us review the information in the DOD base 
9 closure and realignment report. It says that AFEWES projected 

10 workload is only 28 percent. This is not true. In fact, 
11 utilization has been around 90 percent for the last few years, 
12 and based on available data we expect it to be that way. I 
13 believe probably the 28 percent number came from the fact that 

14 we have 39 simulators, and we do not use all the simulators a1 
15 once. 
16 We expect the workload to continue through the 
17 fmeeable future. This year we have already conducted a C-17 

18 test, an Air Force sponsored test that v d ~ e d  linking AFEWEs 
19 to other test facilities in ranges is feasible. And that 
20 option, I might add, is far less costly by combining and booking 

21 the ranges together than relocating the laboratory. 
22 Additional tests are planned this year for the B-2, 
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1 I laboratory. 

2 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Mr. Anderson, your time is up. , 3 Let me ask you, can you -- do you have any -- I've got three 
4 points I've written down, or four. Do you have any one or more 

1 5 points you can quickly give, and we then can terminate this? 
6 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: Yes, sir. It's going to cost 
7 about 50 or $60 million to move the lead. That's a fact. It's 

I 8 been documented, and the Air Force can tell you it's 
9 documented. 

10 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: okay. 
1 1  M R  CHARLES ANDERSON: It's also a fact that they 
12 will have to build facilities at Edwards to take this particular 
13 facility. 
14 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: okay. What else? 
1 5  MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: SO if you move all of it or 
16 even part of it, there's going to be a large cost due to 
17 laboratory. The only savings is moving the people. 
18 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ n d  we'll have your testimony, and 
19 we can then follow up and check on those numbers. 

120 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: Yes, sir. 
2 1 , CIMRMAN MONTOYA: I know we give you a tough task in 
I , minutes, but you've adequately raised some flags for us and 

t to thank you all for coming to participate. 
24 MR. C3URL.m ANDERSON:  hank YOU. you have any 
25 questions? 
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1 Jweden, Gcnnany, and the United Kingdom. For '96 and beyond we 
' 've to date been contacted about testing the B-1, B-2, the 

.ad , and the F-15, as well as the major chest of the U.S. Army, 
Navy, Japan, Germany, Sweden, Italy, and the United 

5 Kingdom. Other tests will materialize as those years approach. 
6 AFEWES' usage is healthy and supported by military 
7 need. llre DOD report states that our capability is duplicated 
8 elsewhere is untrue. AFEWES is a very unique facility with 39 
9 high-fidelity simulations that is not matched anywhere else. 

10 That is why the Air Force, the Army, the Navy, and foreign 
1 1 governments test their equipment here regularly. The DoD 
12 reports state that only nine jobs are affected. But that number 
13 reflects only the Air Force jobs that oversees A F ~ .  rn fact, 
14 there are about 100 contractor people that their jobs are 
15 affected. 
16 Call for -- excuse me -- the Air Force recommended 
17 action calls for two things; one is to move the people; and 
18 two - to manage the AFEWES and, two, to move the laboratory. 
19 The small savings presented in the report are entirely due to 
20 moving the people. The Air Force management from Fort Worth to 
21 Eglin and the Eghn management to Edwards, we do not oppose this 
22 move because we ran for many years without Air Force oversight. 
23 In fact, the Air Force can achieve the savings without moving 
24 the laboratory. There are no savings associated with moving the 
: oratory. In fact, this will be very costly to move the 

1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I have four names of people we 
2 believe who rmght s t i l l  be here who signed to take part in the 
3 public session. And if so, if you would stand - come forward, 
4 just stand along the front here so I can swear you in. And the 
5 names I have are Linda Billaburke. Good to see you, 
6 Councilwoman. Adeno Ragales, Roger Callen-. Is Mr. 
7 Callenberg here? And the last one is Mr. Terry Shippey. So 
8 it's three of you. 
9 (Three witnesses sworn). 

10 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank YOU. Well, in the order 
1 1  that I read to you, you may each have two minutes. 
12 LMDA BILLABURKE:  hank you,   om missioner. I just 
13 came to deliver some letters from one of my grade schools in San 
14 Antonio, which has 75 Brooks students, and another from a 
15 Catholic school. And I think you ought to appreciate this; yo1 
16 have grandchildren. And all I want to say is that I want to 
17 talk about the big picture, and it goes beyond what Brooks is 
18 and saving Brooks but tallung about nurturing and buildmg a 
19 brain trust. My biggest hope is that the United States has the 
20 biggest and best scientists and technicians that can move our 
21 country forward in technology and that we preserve that 
22 San Antonio has been extremely lucky to have Brooks; 
23 they've been a partnership with tbe community and have one of 
24 the largest tutoring systems in all of the air forces. So il 
25 benefits the community, and it benefits the Air Force. You can 
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1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: No, we don't. You're right; 1 
2 know more about an AFEWES now than I did before I sat down. 
3 Thank you. 
4 MR. CHARLES ANDERSON: Thank you 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

I 1 
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1 oniy have a strong military if you have a very strong community 
2 support. I'm very proud to say that San Antonio stuck by the 
3 military when times have been bad and will continue to stick by 
4 the military. 
5 But I think that you will enjoy these letters, and 
6 they're going to be a real tug on your heart when you d them 
7 because they're from first-graders all the way up to 
8 fifth-graders. And there's not anybody more honest than a 
9 child So you're going to get purely honest letters that some 

116 the Local 1757, American Federation of Government Employees. 1 16 death -- a real tragedy that's caused by terrorism this morning I 
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1 we are required to swear in all witnesses for eRAc hearings, so 
2 we can do that. 
3 SENATOR DON MCKLES: Oh. Why don't you swear in our 
4 whole delegation. 
5 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I will. I'll do them al l  at once. 
6 If y ' d l  will rise. 
7 (Witnesses sworn). 
8 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: senator, welcome, and we're ready 
9 to proceed. 

10 will make you laugh, most of tban will make you cry; and you'll 
11 understand that it's gnat to be a child and why can't we always 
12 think as a child does. So I'll give these to you. 
13 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. And I 
14 appreciate you coming. Mr. Rogales? 
15 MR. ROGALES: A & ~ O  Rogales. I'm the President of 

117 I've bcen privileged to have worked on the BRAC   ask Force for 1 17 in Oklahoma City, and many of us want to return and to be I 

10 SENATOR DON NICKLES: commissioners, thank you vcry 
11 much for coordinating with us and allowing us to go forward a 
12 little earlier than planned and thanks also to the other 
13 witnesses. We appreciaa your accommodation too because we know 
14 a lot of schedules have been bumped around a little bit to 
15 accommodate us, but we do have a natural -- not a natural 

18 San Antonio since its inception, and I a f f m  to you that we 
19 have worked diligently to understand all the proposals that the 

18 helpful if we can in any way possible. 
19 I also wish to compliment the Commission for the I 

vwVvr 

w 

20 task force has given towards y'all. We are willing to work with 
21 the agency in the negotiation of the COBRA plan. We have 
22 established a partnership on the base. I think we are one of 
23 the unique organizations that have worked towards the 
24 partnership. And you have full support of the union, and we 
25 will work with the agency in this noble mission. Thank you. 
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1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. Mr. Shippey? 
2 MR. SHIPPEY: I'm Teny Shippey. 1 represent the 
3 IAFF, the fire fighters at Brooks Air Force Base. I've worked 

20 outstanding job that you've have done and the very difficult 
21 task that you have. I remember testifying two years ago before 
22 the regional hearing in Texas on base closures; in fact a lot of 
23 the same bases that are here today. But this is probably more 
24 difficult because certainly in the previous rounds I think BRAC 
25 had closed most of the easy bases. Now you're really getting 
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1 into tough, tough decisions. And I appreciate your willingnes5 
2 and cooperation in coming to visit Tinker Air Force Base and 
3 many of the other air bases around the country. You have a very 
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4 at Brooks Air Force Base for the past 21 years. This gives me a 
5 unique look at base operations and the workplace family. The 
6 facilities at Brooks were built around the people and their 
7 needs. The plan to retain the mission and abandon the 
8 facilities is not logical and should be rethought. The balance 
9 of workers and the atmosphere and the technical support of the 

10 community should not be disturbed. I'd like to thank y'all for 
1 1 you all's cooperation and I hope you read the comments that I 
12 put in the letters. 
13 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I read your letter. 
14 MR. SHIPPEY: Thank you. 
15 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you for coming up and 
16 representing your community. 
17 Again, thank you all for the long trip that you made 
18 to represent San Antonio and Brooks. 
19 Now, hopefully we are prepared to take the Oklahoma 
20 delegation out of order so that we can proceed with our day. Is 
21 the Governor here? 

:: LT. GEN. RICHARD BURPEE: We have a point man. 
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes, sir. 

24 (Pause). 
25  AIRMAN MONTOYA: senator, you may not be aware that 

4 difficult task, and I compliment you for your courage in taking 

5 it on. Certainly when you get into the air logistic centers 
6 this is not an easy quest. A couple years ago the Ak Force was 

7 recommending closing of one. There's no question we have excess 

8 capacity. Wbetba one should be closed or two should be closed, 
9 a lot of that decision now rests before the Commission. I wish 

10 you well. 
1 1 I did wish to open up in presenting the case for 
12 Tinker Air Force Base. k ' s  five air logistic centers. We 
13 happen to think Tinker is the best. It's a big base. Several 
14 of you have visited our base. It's one that we're very proud 
15 of. We have a history going back 55 years. The commitment 
16 between Tinker Air Force Base and the Air Force and our national 

17 defense is long and solid and secure, and it's an excellent 
18 relationship. Our community, our state has done a lot to make 
19 that happen. They've donated land. They've built fabulous 
20 facilities. When the Air Force indicated maybe they'd like to 
21 have some additional space around the base, they donated that 
22 land as well. Actually, we had a referendum on that land that 
23 passed ova eight to one to buy the land surrounding the airport 
24 to give it additional space. 
25 We have one of the largest hangars in the country. 
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I 1 '+ truly is a national asset. We have dual runways 1 Department of Defense installations in Oklahoma that's a 
Page 

O3 1 
icing large airplanes. We really have experienced 

ss-servicing because we actually service not only Air Force rm' 
4 planes but Navy planes; and that saves the Department of Defense 
5 and our taxpayers a lot of money. 
6 We're centrally located. We think we have the best 
7 facility anywhere in the country. And we also believe, 
8 Commissioners, we have the best work force anywhere in the 
9 country. We're very proud of Tinker Air Force Base and its 

l o  contribution. We think it is a national asset, and we're 
1 1  confident after you review it that you will agree with us as 
12 well. 
13 I'm happy to introduce my friend and colleague, newly 
14 elected Congressman from this district, Congressman J. C. 
15 Watts. 
16 CONGRESSMAN WAITS: C hank you, Senator, and Mr. 
17 Chairman and other Commissioners. I will be brief, and I thank 

2 coalition to cost the information on compliance actions and 
3 improve the partnership between EPA and otber federal agencies. 
4 Also, Tinker blazed a trail in cost savings of fuel 
5 use by adapting some 551 vehicles to run on propane and 
6 electricity. Nearly 300 fleet vehicles have been converted to 
7 dual-fuel and natural gas, giving Tinker the distinction of 
8 having one of the Iargest dual-fuel mottoes in the nation. The 
9 bottom line and important defense issue is how this installation 

10 contributes to the nation's war fighting capability and militar) 
1 1  readiness. And I, saving on the National Security Committee in 
12 the House of Representatives, have gotten a firsthand look at 
13 how important fighting capability and military readiness is. Of 
14 course we believe strongly that Tinker plays a critical role in 
15 that proposal. 
16 Tinker delivers and does it extremely, extremely 
17 well. As a matter of fact, we think they do it the best. The 

19 Base and also the opportunity to acknowledge my continued 
20 support and confidence in the employees and leadexship of Tinker 
21 Air Force Base and their contribution to the military readiness 
22 of our great nation. 
23 Let me characteriz my support in two words. Tinker 
Y i v e r s .  Whether it's the fabrication of part. to keep our 
w t  sophisticated aircraft like the 8-2 bomber in a 
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1 mission-ready state or the management of missiles such as the 
2 air-launched cruise missile, the short-range attack missile, the 

1 18 you for the opportunity to share my thoughts on Tinker Air Force 

3 Navy's harpoon, and advanced cruise missiles, Tinker delivers. 
4 Tinker delivers. 
5 As the Commission considers the BRAC options, I 
6 encourage you to closely consider the quantitative data 
7 associabxl and prepared and maintenance of the equipment and tbe 

8 systems under Tinker's watchful eye. Commissionas will 
9 discover, as you continue to take a close look at Tinker Air 

10 Force Base, the efficiency and the effectiveness of the Tinker 
11 community. For example, working with the current industrial 
12 fund budget of almost $1 billion, depot maintenance, personnel 
13 seek out and achieve excellence in evuy endeavor. Examples of 
14 Tinker's achievements include responsibility for managing more 
15 than 17,000 jet engines. Department of Defense's own depot 

1 18 men and women of this great facility are committed to delivering 1 
19 the products, services, and support that has made this base and 
20 its people an integral part of our national security strategy. 

2  I Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to 
22 present my thoughts on tinker Air Force Base. As you will find 
23 in the next few speakers, we are awfully proud of Tinker Air 
24 Force Base, its employees, and the leadership that we have 
25 there. 
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1 At this time, Mr. Chairman, let me take this 
2 opportunity to introduce to you and let him address the 
3 Commission, a former commander of Tinker Air Force Base and the 
4 gentleman that has led the efforts of the Tinker Task Force in 
5 Oklahoma, my friend, General Dick Burpee. 
6 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Congressman. 
7 LT. GEN. RICHARD BURPEE. B his is not very high tech, 

1 8 but I do welcome the opportunity to use this kind of a format to 

9 brief you on Tinker. 1 have just a few charts. I'd like to go 
lo  through them kind of quickly here if I can. 
11 The first chart, we think that Tinker is truly a 
12 national military asset. It's been bought and paid for, it's 
13 been invested by the American people, and it just truly is a 
14 national military asset. 

1 5  Here's how it all started We have base support 
116 maintenmceceoptions indicates and states that during the I 16 around the country for al l  of our military installations, and I 
1 17 period ended in the second quarter of the fiscal year 1994, 1 17 I've been in a number of them and I know you people who served I 

[25 snvironmental issues. One such thing is going on in the 125 well as the other shaded areas that you see. Now, this was at ] 
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18 Tinker's average engine processing was greater than one-third 
19 better than the competition. Tinker's schedule indicator index 
20 for the paid between April of '93 and February of '94 was the 
I ~ n d  best for the Air Force materiel command. 

Tinker is leading the fleet in the area of technology 
23 innovation in the Department. Tinker's formed a number of 
24 technology advancement coalitions to address a wide spectrum of 

18 in the military have been in communities whae the support was 
19 just superb. In Tinker it's a little bit different because it 
20 all started by the community giving -- buying the land and 
21 giving it to the war department, 960 acres, back in 1941. And 
22 in years later, as the mission expanded, the base housing area 
23 and the hospital and cantonment artxi and that sort of thing, 
24 that land was purchased by the community and given to Tinker as 



(14 And they thought because of its location that it would make the 114 100,000 pounds of thrust. I think that's the only one in the 1 

IXE DEFENSE BRAC Multi-pageTM REGIONAL, HEARING 
DALLAS, TEXAS APRIL 19,1995 

Page 105 
1 no cost to the government, which is considerably diff-t than 
2 what we experienced when we were -- I know when I was at SAC a 
3 community d to buy a - build a swimming pool for the Air 
4 Force where they'd have a barbecue grill or this sort of thing. 
5 But very seldom did you ever see wbae they actually purchased 
6 land and gave it to the military and said it's yours. And 
7 that's what happened. 
8 If we turn now and look at military value, the 
9 Senator talked about that a few minutes ago. Tinker is located 

lo right in the center of the United States. You can see the 
1 1  radius here. The thing that makes that so important is that 
12 when the founders of the community wanted to give the land to 

13 the war department, they wanted it to be a distribution center. 
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1 the government, and that's at Cherry Point, the Navy -- the 
2 Marines. 
3 B-2 facilities, we just invested $27 million in three 
4 brand new B-2 facilities that are waiting for the B-2 operation 
5 to come in. We're the only depot that has dual runways. 
6 Composite repair, all of them have that, but we have that nady 
7 for the B-2. 
8 The fuel control facility was just -- the ground was 
9 just broken on that - or not the ground, I mean, the ribbon was 

10 just cut on the 6th of April. Brand new $14.5 million facility, 
1 1  just really f i t  class. We have two large engine test cells, 
12 on that will take engines up to 50,000 pounds of thrust and then 

13 four units -- four test cells that will take engines up to 

15 most sense to make it a distribution center so it could service 
16 all parts of the country. The thing that makes us also 

19 transportation things that we use now is done by truck mostly 
20 except for a few critical parts. But you're within -- you're 
21 within 12 hours usually of some place that you can get parts to 

22 Tinker, quicker turnaround, less inventories, et cetera, el 
23 cetera. And Tinker is involved in that two-level maintenance. 
24 Also, I want to talk about military value, and I 
25 could list -- Tinker has 570 industrial buildmgs. And I'm no1 

Page 106 
1 going to talk about all those, but I would like to point out a 
2 couple here that do stand out. We have an aerial port which i! 
3 available. It was the largest signaling aerial port during the 
4 Desert Storm. It's sitting there vacant right now not being 
5 used. Building 3001, I'm going to address that separately. 
6 But the are blade repair facility, I want to take 
7 just a second on that. That facility was built just a few years 
8 ago. It cost -- the building itself was about $1 1 million, and 
9 then the equipment inside of course is much higher than that. 

10 But I mnember when I was a commander we had a private 
11  contractor who is doing what they call plastic spray on engine 
12 blades. It was the only -- the only contractor that could do 
13 that; they had the patent for that. And it was big business. 
14 We& they defrauded the government by $12 million. We sued 
I5 them. We didn't have this blade facility at that time. The A i  

15 government that can do that. 
16 I point out the large aircraft hangars. We have a 

I 17 important in the Air Force is two-level maintenance. And, as 
1s you know, the log air system has gone away and the 

19 here is that if you can handle large airplanes, you certainly 
20 can handle small ones. 
2 1 I said I wanted to talk about Building 3001. It's 
22 truly a unique building all in itself. And I just use this as a 
23 representative display of the flexibility that you can do with 
24 this building. Now some of the Commissioners were thae the 
25 other day and rode around in a cart and saw that. But you car 
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1 put bombers in there, you can put tankers in there, fighters. 
2 When I was the commander, we had 20 A-7's going on at the same 
3 time. They had a bunch of KC-13~'s. Engine lines, commodities, 
4 our spare parts. And the other part about it is that the 
5 manager of the weapons, the enginem and the administrators and 
6 that sort of thing are in the same building. So if you nm into 
7 any kind of a problem out tbere doing some depot repair, you get 

8 the enginex and he comes down and takes a look at it and solves 
9 the problem, gets on with it. 

10 It's interesting, this building is almost a mile 
1 1  long. When it was being built they were producing Douglas 
12 DC-3's during the war. At the same time they were still 
13 continuing to build the building. But it's a unique asset to 
14 the Air Force. We had a fm in 1984 from about this point on, 
15 and when it was rebuilt they rebuilt it to the most modern 

17 number of them. We can handle B-2's, B-51's -- I meao B-1's and 
18 B-52's and that sort of thing. But the point I want to make I 

16 Force sued them for thcir money back; we recovered 4 million. 
17 And then I was dktcd by the legal counsel of the Air Force to 
18 bar this company from doing business with us. But they had the 
19 patent; they were the only ones who could do it. So we were 
20 hostage to the company. And so at that time this building, the 
21 blade repair facility, was in the works and that sort of turned 
22 it over, and now we do all that blade repair right there at 
23 Tinker. It has the capacity of 5 million blades per year. 
24 We're currently doing just less than a million. And there's 
25 only one other facility like that in the country, at least in 

16 machine repair center or facility probably in the world It has 
17 all the latest stuff in there to overdl engines and so on. 
18 Continuing with more military value, the 
19 cross-service, the shaded area reflects the synergism that you 
20 get by being co-located with the AWACS - or the AWACS, the Navy 
21 wing being co-located at this depot. This eliminates a number 
22 of people. You don't have to have a tire shop in both the AWACS 

23 and the Navy. You don't have to have a fuel cell. You don't 
24 have to have an engine shop. And a whole bunch of thing art 
25 missing. The Navy initially thought tw wae going to have to 
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1 @ve 1600 people to run this wing. They do it today with 
' ' ' 1 1 - 1 1 15. And then AWACS, they -- normally the AWACS size 

d be -- if they weren't at T i  it would probably be 
'ng like 6500 pcopk, and they do it with 3500 now. So d 

5 you get a great synergism by being co-located and letting the 
6 depot do the work for those two units. 
7 We have a kind of unique -- I don't really like that 
8 tenn, but it is different than any other base. We call -- the 
9 Navy wing we call the Tinker Naval Air Station, but it is the 

10 fleet or fleet depot for the E-6, and it really is great. In 
1 1  addition to base support, when you come through the gate you may 
12 have a Navy -- a sailor on or an airman or whatever. But they 
13 share the alert facility that was already built for the AWACS. 
14 Simulators, they train in the same simulators, the AWACS c m s ,  
15 the Navy crews. Aircraft trainers, there are three trainers 
16 that they do transition with and air refueling and that sort of 
17 thing. That's all done both by AWACS and Navy crews. 
18 InQrmediate maintenance done by Tinker and of course the depot 
19 repair. 
20 The Navy came in and had a little different concept 
21 of depot repair. They wanted to replace -- or fix the airplanes 
22 in depot as it went through the phase, a phase type thing. And 
23 by doing that, they saved some 60 days. They were looking at - 
24 the Air Force was looking at doing that with the AWACS. what's 

~ortant about that is two things. One is the cost, and the 

I 
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1 We agree with the Air Force on how they evaluated th 

2 depots and when they put them in the tiers, and you're well 
3 familiar with these tiers. We just happen to think that it is 
4 the best, as Congressman Watts mentioned. 
5 Here's the way the BRAC recommendations -- and this 
6 was the third iteration I think. The original one came out and 
7 showed us losing -- showed Tinke losing 1 180 people. And the 
8 one that was just reprocessed revised and showed us losing 398. 
9 And then we're gaining back some people from Rome - the Rome 

10 laboratory, 476. So we have a net gain now out of this s y m  
11 of 78. 
12 If we go back in the reductions, and there's some 
13 concerns about readiness. If you go back in 1990, Oklahoma 
14 City, just civilians alone, there were 16,500 people there 
15 working. From '90 to '93 you can see the cuts. I learned the 
16 other day that there's a Dorn memo that directed the Air Fora 
17 to lose 30,000 people by the year 2001, and Tinker's share of 
18 that is 4,115. If you put that together with the BRAC, that 
19 shows us by the year 2001 we're going to take this kind of a hit 
20 for a 56 percent cut in civilian -- this is civilian-only 
21 personnel. That translates into this kind of an annual impact 
22 in terms of dollars to the community. 
23 The impact on readiness that we just mentioned is a 
24 concexn to me as a former bluesuitcr in that we may be placing 
25 ourselves out of business if we continue the down-size ~rocess. 

I I other is it keeps the airplm in the air 60 days more than what1 1 Tinker has the capacity to work $12.9 million direct labor I 
2 you would if you had to put it in the depot. The Navy says this 
3 operation saves them a quarter of a million dollars -- a quarh 
4 of a billion dollars each year. 
5 Tinker has also been doing a lot of cross-service 
6 work. 15 percent of tbeir engine workload is done on Navy - on 
7 the F-14 &es right now. And *'re very proud of the fact 
8 they've met every engine on time and below cost, and this is the 
9 Navy figure here. And it goes -- they said by doing this here 

lo they've saved $6 million a year. 
11  I just want to show here -- I want to show where the 
12 community has protected that base over the year. Senator 
13 Nickles mentioned a little while ago -- this is the base 
14 proper. Some 14,500 acres have been preserved for Tinker 
15 expansion if they need it. This is owned by the city. It's a 
16 wetlands area, and it's - General Davis pickled a couple of tip 
17 tanks off in Stanley Gregor Lake once and didn't think it was 
18 there. It didn't hurt anybody. The community voted a 
19 $10 million bond issue and m v e d  a whole section up bere of - 
20 a housing section including a school when it looked like it was 
21 going to shut down the main long runway, and that is now leased 
" k to the Air Force for a dollar for every 10 units -- 15 w. So tbc encroachment - tlrn is no encroachment problem 
24 in the community. The state, the city, and county have all 

2 hours. They're presently operating at 7.3. If they were at 
3 12.9, the cost per hour is $50 an hour. Today their cost is $6( 
4 an hour. And as we continue to draw down these numbers of 
5 people, of course the costs continue to go up. 
6 If we took that $1 0 an hour, for example, and just 
7 applied it toward this 7.3, it's $70 million a year. If you put 
8 it towards the total Air Force direct labor hours requirement, 
9 that's $300 million that is a potential savings, if you faed 

10 up the depot. 
1 1  I showed this next chart to some of your 
12 commissionas the other day, and this just emphasizes that these 
13 unit costs go up, you know, the Air Force has a cash flow 
14 problem. You aren't going to buy C-17's or F-22's or anyttung 
15 else because you're absorbing that. The other thing that can 
16 happen to you is that you price yourself out of business, you go 
17 contractor, you become a hostage to the private industry or 
18 whatever. It's just not a healthy position for the government 
19 to be in. 
20 So I see your challenge as, one, to pick the right 
21 size in looking at d l  depots in the Department of Defense and 
22 measuring and balancing the war fighting capability and getting 
23 in the right balance so that we can meet our military 
24 commitments around the world. 

25 protected that very, very carefulfy. 25 Mr. Chairman, that's all I have. I 
'age 109 - Page 1 12 Donna L. Collins, CSR 
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1 SENATOR MCKLES: 1'd like Congressman Moongoose to 
2 conclude. Senator Inhoff we were hoping would be hee and maybe 
3 coming in momentarily, but Conepssman Moongoose has had several 

4 thousand citizens who work at Tinker as well. 
5 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Congressman? 
6 CONGRESSMAN MOONGOOSE: I'd like to thank the 
7 Commission for the opportunity to briefly address you. I think 
8 I simply want to stress one point in this matter -- having 
9 obsefved the General's demonstration and all the information 

Page 1 15 
1 dollars and then projectmg it up. Just kept constant FY '95. 

2 That's direct annual payroll by the way, just payroll. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you very much. 
4 SENATOR McKLEs: ~dmiral, I might just mention one 
5 thing that General Burpee mentioned. We've had a reduction in 
6 the work force in the last few years of over 4,000 people. I 
7 think that's important to note. So there has been down-sizing, 
8 significant down-sizing, and as a result of that the cost per 
9 hour has had some increase. I th&-W then w& by the 

10 that you've gone through, I know it's mounted in recent days and 
1 1  weeks -- but nonetheless that's the work ethic of the nnker 
12 work force in Oklahoma. 54 years of a proven track record, 
13 being efficient and being productive. And that's demonstrated 

10 chart. Also, I wanted to apologize, $stepped out because the 
1 1  President was calling me expressing his condoleacts but also his 
12 assistance on the disaster we have in Oklahoma City and will be 
13 returning there, I think al l  of us, trylng to assist in any way 

r 

14 we can. We appreciate very much your willingness to accommodate 
15 our schedules; and also to the other participants because we 
16 know we moved them back a little bit, and we appreciate your 
17 flexibility as well. 
118 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: senator, our best wi- to all of 
19 you in the delegation and a safe trip back. And thank you for 
20 joining us today. 
21 SENATOR MCKLES: Thank you very much. 
22 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you all very much. 
23 (Applause). 
24 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  his hearing is now adjourned, and 
25 we will reconvene promptly at 1:30, or 13:30 for the Army. 
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I (Lunch recess]. 
2 

3 

14 in all the infonnation you've seen. That all boils back down to 

15 the people who make the things happen in that facility, a 
16 clearly proven dedicated work force, the kind of follcs that 
17 would provide the type of efficiency and productivity that we're 
18 going to have to have in the days ahead of us if we down-sk. 
19 That's really the mission that I bring to you, is that when you 
20 consider all these myriad of details, all these myriad of facts 
21 that come before you, take that into account, the people who do 
22 the work to accomplish the goals that have to be accomplished. 

C H A W  MONTOYA:  hank you very much. :: Thank you. 
25 SENAMR MCKLES: AS I mentioned, Admiral, I wasn't 
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1 sure whether or not Senator Inhoff would be here since he's 
2 flying his own aircraft. He may be here momentarily, but we'll 
3 be happy to answer any questions you might have, and we 
4 appreciate your accommodating him if he should come in later. 
5 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: yes, sir, we certainly will; we'll 
6 find room for him sometime today if he chooses to - if he gets 
7 here and chooses to speak, we certainly will. Any questions? 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I only have one. I'm sort of 
9 the source talk I guess of the group. Your capacity number, 
10 General, is based on when? 
11 LT. GEN. RICHARD BURPEE: That was the highest 
12 capacity Tinker reached. It was in 1989. 
13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: ~ a ~ e  tbey ren~ved work stations 
14 to degrade the ability to hit that limited number? 
15 LT. GEN. RICHARD BURPEE: SOme of the work stations 
16 have been removed, but certainly the potential capacity is 
17 there. 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I don't have any other 
19 questions. 
20 CHAIRMAN M O ~ Y A :  Any questions, Mr. Cornella? 
2 1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General, on the figure you 
22 used of 335 million impact, was that direct or with 
23 multipliers? 
24 LT. GEN. RICHARD BURPEE: B hose are -- those are 
25 direct dollars. Those are '95 dollars. We used constant 1995 
I I I 

Donna L. Collins, CSR Page 113 - Page 116 
Colhs  & Miller, P.C., Dallas, Texas (214) 220-2449 

4 
5 
6 
7 

8 
9 
10 
11 

12 

13 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 
24 
25 



REGIONAL HEARING ~ulti-pageTM THE DEFENSE BRAC 
APRIL 19,1995 DALLAS, TEXAS 
I i 

Page 1 17 
1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: The afternoon session is now in 
: ' -$sion. Good afternoon to all of you. 

(Audience responds). 
W awan*~ MONTOYA: welcome to ow aftemoon session. 

Page 119 
1 Red River Army Depot, the Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant. eight 
2 tenants who not only support the complex but also support 
3 customers beyond, way beyond the boundaries of the 
4 installation. n e  size of the complex is 35,000 -s, it's 

5 and I'm Benjamin Montoya and with me arc my fellow commissioners 

6 A1 Cornella. Rebecca Cox, J. B. Davis, Josue Robles and Wendi 
7 Steele. 

25 components of our installation, ow DM distribution cmm, the 125 mataiel in storage to support tbc maintmance operations is I 
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5 massive place, most of YOU have been thae, and it's located 20 

6 miles west of Texarkana. The primary businesses of our complex 
7 are outlined here. The distribution depot serves not only the 

1 
1 
I 

8 (APP~~U=)- I 9 CIWRMAN MONTOYA: This ~ o o n  we will h e 
10 continued presentation from the State of Texas which will last 
1 1 70 minutes. Then presentations from Arkansas -- a presentation 
12 from Arkansas which will be 25 minutes. As is  the case with all 
13 our regional br ings ,  the Commission has given a block of time 
14 to each state based on the number of installations on the list 
15 and the job loss. We have left it to the elected officials and 
16 leaders of those communities to decide how to fill their block 
17 of time, so you will have all 70 minutes to use as you see fit. 
18 We're ready to begin. So Mr. DuVall, if you will 
19 introduce to us those whom you expect to be part of your 
20 presentation, I'll swear them in. 
2 1 DR. PHILLIP DUVALL: AU right, sir. First I have 
22 Brigadier General Donovan; Mr. "Swede" Lee -- Robert E. "Swede" 
23 Let, myself, Phillip DuVall; Congressman Chapman; and Senator 
24 Kay Bailey Hutchison. And we have staff members, Mr. Dwight 

I -  rd; Dennis Lewis; Ms. Donna Dastillon. 
t 
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1 CHA~RMAN MONTOYA: very good. If y'all will raise 
2 your right hand. 
3 (Six witnesses sworn). 
4 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. Please p r~~eed .  
5 Welcome, Congressman Chapman. 
6 DR PHILLIP DWALL: sir, first I would like to take 
7 time to introduce k Red River family. I would Like for the 
8 Red River family to stand up, please. 
9 (Applause). 

10 DR PHILLIP DWALL: commissioners, we're happy to be 
11 here. We want to thank you for the opportunity to present the 
12 defense on Red Rive. You have a tough job, and we just want to 
13 present you with the! facts that we consider pertinent to the 
r 4 case. First, we're going to have a brief video, about a five to 

115 six-minuk video that gives you an overview of the installation, 
16 to show the size, and then we'll follow in this order of 
17 presenters. I will lead the first one. 
18 (Video presentation). 
19 DR. PHILLIP DUVALL: I'd like to take just a few 
20 additional minutes to expand on some w e n t  facts related to 
2 1  our complex that are critical to the community's case that will 
? 3resented by Congressman Chapman. 

First, we're a maintenance defense complex unlike any 

8 maintenance portion of the depot but many extanal customas as 
9 I'll show you later. The Red Rmr Army Depot proper includes 

10 both a maintenance and ammunition operations mission. Tbe Lone 
11 Star plant is adjacent to Red River. It's a contractor-operated 
12 plant that manufactures ammunition. 
1 3 Now, each of these missions is a vital part of the 
14 total complex. As you are aware, ~ 0 ~ ' s  plan is to realign the 
15 distribution mission, close the maintenance mission, except for 
16 the rubber products, and enclave the ammunition and rubber 
17 operations to Lone Star. I'd like to point out, though, these 
18 missions do not operate as self-contained entities. Each is 
19 dependent upon the other as reflected by this chart. This 
20 creates synergy which reduces the cost of operations because of 
21 the shared base operations cost and other resources. For 
22 example, maintenance is both a customer and a supplier of DLA 

23 and vice versa. Vehicles are received by the DLKS distribution 
24 depot; issued to maintenance for repair and return to DLA for 
25 storage or distribution as required. 

Page 120 
1 Removal of any of these missions will result in 
2 increased support costs for the m i n i n g  mission because some 
3 support like the boiler plant, the water plant, the industrial 
4 wastewater treatment plant must be maintained for the ranaining 
5 mission. 
6 ?his map clearly illustrates our lacation in relation 
7 to our major customers. We're in the center of the United 
8 States, and over 50 percent of all stateside military posts, 
9 camps, and stations are located in the Central United States. 

10 We can provide cost efficient one-day service to most of our 
11 customers. 
12 In looking at our top ten distribution locations as 
13 shown on this chart, the importance of our central location is 
14 further amplifd Fort Hood, our number one customer, accounts 
15 for 17.6 percent of our total workload. The Army maintenance 
16 mission at Red River is not in the top ten customers, yet DLA 

17 has stated that the maintenance depot is by far their biggest 
18 customer and the primary reason for their presence there. While 
19 that's the case for most other depots, you can see that's not 
20 the case for Red River. 
21 This chart reflects a little bit of that. It shows 
22 the actual profile of the materiel in storage in the DLA's 
23 warehouses at Red River. The materiel is valued at over 6.4 

24 other installation in the world. You see before you the key 24 billion dollars. You'll note that the actual percentage of 
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I welcome this opportunity to appear before you today. 

You've seen the short video, you've heard Dr. 
3 DuVall's presentation, which clearly shows the importance of Red 
4 River to the defense of our nation, and the closure of the 
5 installation is not in DOD1s best interest. Red River Army 
6 Depot just won the government equivalent of the Malcolm 
7 Baldridge Award. It is an intense competition. It has been 
8 recognized as one of the five -- five finest federal facilities 
9 in the country and the only one in the Department of Defense. 
10 It is the best -- 
1 1  - (Applause). 
12 CONGRESSMAN CHAPMAN:  he briefing you have just 
13 hwrd by Dr. DuVall, while presented on behalf of the community, 
14 is precisely the same briefing that the depot commander gave to 
15 the commissionas tbat attended on April the 6th -- Mr. Cornella 
16 was there -- precisely the same briefing. No slant, no 
17 difference, just facts. Colonel Hall would have liked to have 
18 been here today, and he requested that he be allowed to be hen 
19 loday in civilian clothes on annual leave, and that permission 
20 was denied. He, along with the chief civilian employee, the 
21 number one civilian employee at DLA who was dispatched to 
22 Washington today after he also requested permission to take 

qua1 leave and appear with us in support of this effort 
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1 Red River but as a large distribution center that services over 
2 50 percent of the troops in the continental United States. And 
3 it was not analyzed on that basis. Because of this, the true 
4 military value of the total cost closure were not considered. 
5 We have discovered othe~ flaws in the Army's methodology and 
6 specifically the COBRA analysis, and that's what I want to talk 
7 about. 
8 First of all -- and please hear this if you hear 
9 nothing else -- the Army savings that are claimed as BRAC 

10 savings include -- the savings include reductions in pasonnel 
1 1  strength that are a result of force structure reductions, not 
12 BRAG Force structure reductions. And they have nothing to do 
13 with BRAC.  his was v&ed by the April 17th 1995 GAO report 

14 just released, on page 32, which p~inted that out, as of 
15 what the Army did. We estimate, using ~ 0 ~ s  numbers, tbat the 
16 savings may be ovastated by as much as $1 16 million due to the 
17 workload reductions and other base operations costs. Whcn you 
18 look at Red River and Anniston workload reductions, workload 
19 reductions already programmed to occur between now and 1999, 72 
20 percent of the workload reduction is going to happen at 
21 Anniston. 28 percent will happen at Red River. Yet, the Anny 
22 claims all of the personnel that will go away as BRAC savings 
23 from the closure of Red River, that is wrong, it is flawed, it 

those gentlemen are here, but the briefing you have 
is the same briefing they gave on April the 6th. 
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1 We've obtained the Army and the DLA data that are the 

25 located at fkd River not only to m i c e  the maintenance shop at 125 hand you're going to give six years to reduce the inventny in I 
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24 is a mistake, and it ought not to be accepted. In fact, it 
25 would suggest -- 
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1 (Applause). 

2 baseline for the decision to mommend closure of the Red Riva 
3 Army Depot and the disestablishment of DDRT. our review of this 
4 data has led us to conclude that the DOD overall analysis is 
5 flawed, fundamentally flawed. 
6 I led a delegation to the Pentagon on January the 5th 
7 of this year. We briefed Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, 

8 Robert Badcr, and Undersecretary of the Army, Joe Reeds, on Red 
9 River's military value; and we specifically requested they 
10 evaluate Red River as a single defense complex. It is not just 
1 1  a maintenance depot; it is not just a supply mission. Thexe are 
12 eight other tenants. It is a military complex that has a 
13 synergy that Dr. DuVall has briefed you on. That analysis did 
14 not occur. 
15 The Army and the DLA analysis of military value and 
16 cost were reviewed separately and independently. I will tell 
17 you that is just like going and evaluating a fighter wing and 
18 evaluating a big boat with flat top and neglecting to point out 
19 that it's an aircraft carrier with a fighting force on board. 
7 precisely the same kind of flaw that the Army conducted in w analysis of this facility. 
22 Red River is the only Army depot with a large 
23 co-location of a DLA distribution mission. DLA is located at 
24 other depots to service those maintenance depots. DLA is 

- 
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2 CONGRESSMAN CHAPMAN: ~t would suggest we're closing 
3 the wrong depot. The cost closure -- 
4 (Applause). 
5 CONGRESSMAN CHAPMAN:  here are other costs of 
6 closures that have not been included in the Army's analysis. 
7 DLA'S decision to close defense distribution depot Red R i m  was 
8 based solely, solely on the Amy's decision to close the 
9 maintenance shop. And General Ferrell so testified before you 
10 all in Washington under oath five times. It is their policy to 
1 1 close the DLA mission whae it is co-located with a maintenance 
12 shop if that maintenance shop goes away, but it ignores the fact 
13 that this supply mission, only 12 or 13 percent of its business 
14 is at Red River. Over 80 percent of its business is in other 
15 places around the country, and in fact around the world We 
16 estimate that the DLA relocation cost will not be as they 
17 suggest, but $3 19 million. You've got to move those vehicles, 
18 you've got to move that stock. 
19 Just as a little example -- in fact, if I might 
20 digress, they presume for a moment that they can trip the 
21 inventory in the supply warehouses, and they assume a six-year 
22 closure process. Yet, when we come around and want to make it 
23 convenient to minimize the cost, we say we want to close it in 
24 two years. Well, of course it minimizes the cost if on the one 



Speaking of numbers, while you're loolung at the Army 
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1 mechanized division, over three-fourths of the track vehicles 
2 for the Army are presently maintained at Red River. The otber 
3 23 percent is split between Letterkenny and Anniston. No 
4 analysis was conducted by the Army to consider moving the 
5 remaining 23 percent to Red River, even though we have past 
6 experience in overhauling tanks and Howitam that we can still 
7 do that work. 
8 This chart is a summary of the Army's total fleet of 
9 vehicles that will be maintained at Red River under the new 

10 force structure. There is no plan to buy new vehicles, as 

DALLAS, TEXAS 
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1 only 13 percent. Another approximately five percent is for 
2 other local customers. The bulk of the materiel, 82 percent, is 
3 in support of customers external to the complex. This, again, 
4 contradicts DLA'S contention that the maintenance activity is a 
5 distribution depot, the primary mission. 
6 Now included in that materiel, besides what's in 
7 general warehouses, are over 8,000 vehicles as shown on this 
8 chart. Another 6,000 are presently in route or will be in route 
9 transferred from Drew Elliott as a result of BRAC '93. Now, if 

10 we were to vacate all these vehicles and the materiels shown on 
1 1  the previous chart, it would require approximately 19,000 
12 18-wheelers to haul the stuff off. Now I computed that up, and 
13 I estimated the mileage. The convoy that would haul that stuff 
14 off would stretch from bee to California. Wouldn't you imagine 
15 that? The cost of the movement of this stock was not included 
16 in the Army analysis. 
17 Now let's look at our maintenance operations. DOD's 
18 core weapons systems presently assigned to Red River the depot 
19 maintenance as shown on this chart. The core systems are the 
20 systems that are required to support the Army's war fighting 
21 capability. I would like to point out that Letterkenny is 
22 responsible for one track of the DoD core system, the 
23 self-propelled Howitzer and that Anniston has only one, the M-1 
24 tank. 
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1 to eliminate infrastructure, it's doubtful that this could be 
2 accomplished with only one depot. &cause we have the unique 
3 knowledge base, we can respond instantly. If that knowledge 
4 base is lost, which will occur under the present plan, our 
5 soldiers will be in trouble if there is an emergency. 
6 Let me give you some examples of how we use our 
7 unique knowledge to support the soldiers. We routinely send 
8 teams from both the maintenance and the distribution operations 
9 throughout the world to support the troops. They can repair and 

10 modify the vehicle, provide supply support, train our soldiers 
1 1  and also support our foreign allies. During Desert Stonn we 
12 provided on-site support to deploying units throughoat the 
13 United States. Even more important, we provided support for our 
14 soldiers there in the desert. A classic example was a 
15 moditication of our rocket system, the multiple-launch rocket 
16 system, to allow it to fire long range. 
17 Some of you may recall seeing the rocket attack on 
18 CNN, some referred to as the night of steel rain. Our 
19 technician support made this possible and directly contributed 
20 to the allied victory. After the war, as a part of the forcx 
21 monstitution effort, many of your vehicles were cycled through 
22 the depot prior to return to the using units here in the United 
23 States. 
24 The next chart, you don't follow in your book; you'll 

125 getting the vehicles ready to fire. Under the Army's proposal 

w 

(25 find it over in tab H. One of our presenters didn't show, so I 

11  you're aware. We must - simply must maintain what we have; 
12 there won't be any more. At the current production rate of 
13 1,000 per year, it will take 24 years to cycle this fleet 
14 through our depot for overall. If this work were moved to 
15 Anniston, they would be overloaded and the cycle time defmitely 
16 will incrcasc. And I ask you: Can the Amy's readiness afford 
17 that? Would you drive your car over 24 years and get it 
18 overhauled? 
19 With our personnel and their unique knowledge -- and 
20 we've built it up over a 20-year period in these vehicles -- we 
21 have the capability and the capacity to support an emergency 
22 wartime requirement. What these figures show you is that with 
23 tbe vehicles we now have on hand we can equip an entire division 
24 within six months. That's not the full overhaul; that's just 
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1 1 I'm doing that part of the briefing. Time and again we have 
I 
I 2 been formally recognized as the leader in quality, not only in ' 3 the Department of Defense, but in the total federal sector. 
1 4 Some of the other awards that we've received are listed, but the 
1 5 main one I'd like to bring to your attention is the first one on 
I 6 the bullet, the Federal Quality Improvement Prototype Award we 
1 7 just won this year. That is synonymous with the Malcolm 

8 Baldridge Award in private industry. I think it's very special 
9 that we won this award. 

10 (Applause). 
11 DR. PHILLIP DWALL: NOW, the result of this quality 
12 effort is reflected in productivity gains and the high level of 
13 quality in our products. We're concerned that this m m d  is 
14 not considered in the process. There is no question that it 
15 should be. This chart summarizes my briefing. 
16 Congressman Chapman will now discuss the community 
17 plan to show why it makes absolutely no sense for the soldiers 
18 or for the taxpayers to close what the commanding general has 
19 called the "flagship enterprise of the depot systemn. Why in 
20 the world would the Department of Defense close its leader in 
21 efficiency and quality? Congressman Chapman. 
22 (Applause). 
23 CONGRESSMAN CHAPMAN: Good afternoon. 1 am Jim 
24 Chapman, the United States Representative for the 1st District 
25 of Texas. and it's a pleasure to have you here in our state. 

b 1 
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(12 commander of the i n s a t i o n  operations command. He was at one ] 12 River and Anniston have existing missile facilities, and in fact] 

Page 133 
urn on investment. 

If you look at the column up here on the right, we've 
3 also computed return on investment. That assumes the D M  
4 mission stays but the maintenance shop closes. Recurring 
5 savings is based on the estimated reduction in base ops of 237 
6 people, and again the direct labor man-hours performing the 
7 mission will be nadcd also at Anniston. The Army assumes they 
8 would not be needed. Again, as I say, they claim it as BRAC 

9 savings, and under even that analysis the payback is 43 years. 
10 Next chart, please. The man the Army hired to run 
1 1 the operation is Major General Dennis Benchoff. He is the 

Page 135 
1 do. The board, made up of senior defense military and 
2 industrial leaders, identified excess depot maintenance 
3 capacity, the need to down-size poor work load, and the need to 

4 preserve both the organic and the industrial base. We believe 
5 that we have a plan that will achieve precisely those results. 
6 We believe the Army should retain its two most efficient vehicle 
7 depots, Red River and Anniston, down-size the poor work load. 
8 That would maintain the knowledge base that is unique in 
9 existence at Red River and that will be lost if this transfer 

10 occurs. The Army should realign Letterkenny's track and 
11  miscellaneous work load to Red River and Anniston. Both Red 

I 13 time a commanda of Red River Army Depot. He is the fellow that 

14 they put in charge of running this part of our armed services. 

17 should reward positive variances from the planned NOR NOW, if 
18 that's what the man says that we hired to run this part of our 
19 military, let's see how Red River has stacked up by that 
20 measure. Next chart. 
21 Here's the result. You see how we won the 
22 Presidential Quality Award when you look at the last five years' 
2' -rfonnanct as measured by the general who used the yardstick 

a said this is the way we ought to measure depot pufonnance, 
L Red River measures tops in the entire depot system in 

13 Red River's missile facility is also unique. And that way we 
14 could accommodate the missile work load. I 

I 15 And he said that be considered the planned annual net operating 
16 result as the primary depot performance measure; therefore we 

- - -  
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1 profitability. 
2 So here's where we are. Next chart. The Army has 
3 three vehicle maintenance depots, Red River, Anniston, and 
4 Letterkenny; we know that. The recommendation is to close Red 
5 River, realign Letterkenny, and retain Anniston as the Army's 
6 only vehicle maintenance depot. The EY '99 work load 
7 projections supports the need for 1.75 depots, not one. Now, 
8 that's not Jim Chapman saying we need 1.75 depots; that's thc 
9 Army. Until we got to WC 195. I pusonally believe the work 

10 load may be understated, and here's why even the need for 1.75 
11 depots may be too low. During the '80's and the '90's the Army 

12 bought thousands of new weapons system vehicles. Now very few 
13 vehicles are being promred, as we all know. As the vehicles 
14 continue to get older, the maintenance requirements go up. 
15 Since the Army's estimates of maintenance work load is based on 

15 Then we partner with industry; something I think we 
16 all think we all to look at. The Defense Science Board I 

16 past experience, it could be significantly understated. In 
17 addition, distribution depots are required to maintain 
18 readiness. Approximately 50 percent of the troops in the 
19 continental United States are stationed in the Central United 
2P "-tes, and 80 percent of Red River's distribution mission is in 

port of those external customers. 
2 So what do we need to do? First, we should follow 
23 the concepts recommended by the Defense Science Board in April 
24 of 1994, not the concepts of the Chamber of Commerce in 

17 mommended that maintenance and overhaul of poor systems be 
18 retained in depots and modification and upgrades be resaved for 
19 industry. The most efficient approach is to perform any 
20 modifications and upgrade at the time of overhaul. By teaming 
21 with industry and providing excess depot facilities for industry 

22 use, the Army can help preserve both the organic and the 
23 industrial skill base. 
24 Red RiverNnited Defense. United Defense as being 
25 mainly the FMC who built the Bradleys new and the 113'$ the 
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1 producers of the Bradleys and the 1 13's. We have already 
2 explored some possible teaming arrangements, and in your 
3 briefing book is a letter from the president of United Defense 
4 outlining those negotiations. In fact, it is believed we were 
5 only a few weeks away From reaching a publiclprivate agemeat 

6 to do the very things we suggest when the BRAC list was 
7 announced. Both parties believe the concept is a good one. The 
8 agreement where Red River will serve as a subcontractor to 
9 United Defense on the 113, the A-2, the A-3, have been completed 

10 and work began at Red River this we&. That's wbere a private 
1 1  contractor already won a contract and through tbe private sector 
12 has subcontracted back to Red River. The team effort is already 
13 in place in some contracts; there's no reason it won't work in 
14 the future. 
15 And, finally, we must maintain the distribution 
16 mission at Red River. And best of all, everybody wins, the 
17 Army, private industry, and perhaps most importantly the 
18 taxpayer. This approach provides the core readiness base 
19 r e q d  at the absolute lowest possible cost. I believe that's 
20 the answer that we all should seek. 
2 1 Ladies and gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity to 
22 make this presentation, and now I want to quickly introduce to 
23 you Retired Brigadia General Donovan. He's the man who knows 

24 firsthand the vital role that Red River plays in the Army's 
25 Texarkana but the concepts of the folks who say what we ought to (25 readiness factor. General Donovan is a former commander at Red I 

I 
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6 that will be rcquired at Anniston to accept the maintenance and 
7 distribution mission, it was not even included -- it was not 
8 even in COBRA. A conservative estimate of 34 million is based 
9 upon DLA'S own estimate of a $19 million hardstand that would be 

10 requued and $1 5 million for relocation of the combat vehicle 

Page 129 
1 the warehouse, and it minimizes the cost again if you say but 

, 
2 only 12 percent of DM'S work load. In fact, Fort Hood, just 
3 down the road from hee -- from us today, Fort Hood is a much 
4 larger customer, it is the largest military base in the world, 
5 it is the home of two Army divisions, it is the biggtst customer 

Page 13 1 
1 it is not true at Red River. Red River's maintenance shop is 

2 we're really going to do it in two years when we get down to 
3 it. That is the kind of, if you will, dishonesty that appear in 
4 these numbers. 
5 We estimate the cost of construction, build time, 

6 Red River has. And where unde this recommendation are we going 
7 to supply Fort Hood from? W o m i a  of course. That makes a 
8 lot of sense. 
9 And finally -- and finally the decision -- 

10 (APP~~w).  . - 

I 1 1 workloaded to Anniston. We believe there will be additional I 1 1 CONG-MAN CHAPMAN:  ina ally, the decision was not I 
12 construction req& since Anniston is shown -- is shown by the 
13 Army as having zero supply capacity and ranks dead last in all 
14 depots in future requirements; that is, its expansion 
15 capability. 
16 Other requirements were not included in the cost of 
17 closure analysis. Supply preservation packagmg the rubber, 
18 storage, and manufacturing process. The cost of supporting that 
19 in the enclave were not considered. Also, the fact that some 
20 support such as medical services, property disposal, the 
21 calibration mission are still required in support of the 
22 remaining rubber ammunition missions, and there is no cost 
23 assigned to maintain those missions. 

The Defense Finance Accounting Service has not 
25 appropriated funds. The accounting office, DFAS, and the Army 

Page 130 
1 missile recertification offices were not even considered. 
2 Almost 300 warm souls who work today at Red River Anny Depot in 

3 the BRAC analysis are wandaing somewhere in the way to twihght 

4 zone. They were not even considered as part of the cost 
5 analysis. 
6 We found several flaws in DLA's methodology in 
7 addition to the Army's flaws. First, the DLA's military value 
8 ranking criteria placed Red River 5 of 17. Now remember, 
9 General Ferrell testified he's closing DLA because the Amy's 

10 closing the depot. He's closing a DLA facility that they rank 
11 on military value 5 out of 17. So it is certainly not being 
12 closed because it doesn't meet the military value test. 'Ihat 
13 ranking was based on Red River support of the co-located 
14 maintenance operation and Red River would have scored even 
15 higher in military value except the DLA'S model penalized Rec 
16 River for having the largest distribution mission. The DM'S 

17 military value assessment was not the basis for the 
18 recommendation. As I said, DLA ma& this decision solely 
19 because of the Army's decision. 
20 The most serious flaw is that DLA's decision was 
21 driven in that way. The DLA justification -- this is DLA'S 

22 justification for closing their supply mission. And I quote, 
23 "The primary reason for their existence is to provide rapid 

12 based on cost savings. As a result of the flaws that I have 
13 just addressed, I take serious issue with the Army's 
14 calculations and the return on investment. The Army says they 
15 will receive an immediate -- they will receive an immediate 
16 return on investment. This is just simply not the case. Using 
17 DOD data, not the community's spin on DOD data, using the 
18 Department of Defense numbers we estimate the return on 
19 investment at 57 years, four years longer than the installation 
20 has even been in existence. It just doesn't make sense. 
2 1 Let me give you some detail on that. I don't wan 
22 you to accept it just because the hometown congressman is up 
23 hae saying it to you. When you take the savings claimed by the 
24 Army that are the actual result of force structure reductions 
25 and not BRAC, the only real savings that accrue are from the 
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1 reduction in base operations. This is 337 people; and, yes, 
2 that's a savings, $13.1 million a year. The Army falsely 
3 assumes -- and this is fascinating. The Army assumes that tbe 
4 direct labor man-hours performing the mission could be 
5 eliminated, but the man-hours will be needed by A ~ i s t o n .  An 
6 analysis of the recommendation says tbe job being done by almost 
7 1900 folks at Red River somehow moved 1200 miles to Alabama can 

8 now be done by 375 people. Now you understand, you understand 
9 this is a job being done by the folks that have just won the 

10 award for being the highest quality and most efficient DOD 
11 facility in the country. And somehow they're going to do that 
12 same work with a fifth of the work force 1200 miles away? I 
13 don't think so. 
14 The community used the Army's estimate for recw 
15 costs, which includes base operations personnel required to 
16 support the remaining opexations. The annual net savings is 7.3 
17 million. We believe onetime costs, as I said before, in DLA is 
18 3 19 million -- they say a little over 50 million -- for 
19 relocation of DLA stock. The Army -- the h y  didn't even count 

20 the cost of moving the core work load, the tanks, the 
21 Bradleys - I mean the Bradleys and the 113's, the current core 
22 work load from Red River to Anniston just to move the operation 
23 down thee, did not even count the cost anywhae of moving the 

24 response in support of a maintenance op t ion . "  Qwte closed. 
25 While this is true -- while this is true at other installations, 

24 stocks in the core work load. When the onetime cost is divided 
25 by the annual net savings, the result, as I said, is a 57-year 
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10 capacity index shown on the slide is simply the number of 
1 1  man-hours a facility can accomplish in a single shift 
12 five-day-per-week schedule for a year. 
13 If Letterkenny Army Depot were to be closed, as is 
14 also currently being considered the mining  two depots would 
15 be utilized to 81 percent capacity. If they were to be 
16 workloaded at a rate that would not contribute to a growing 
17 backlog of d e f d  maintenance, they would both be operating at 

18 over 100 percent capacity. And if Red River Army Depot an1 
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19 Letterkenny Army Depot were both to be closed. Anniston Army 

Page 14 1 
'mon is a four-star general who is commanding the Army's 

el command, and as such is the most senior logistician in 

4 But if that chart is not alarming enough, let's look 
5 at the next slide. Now what you see here is that if you don't 
6 use the nquixunents, as the law and policy demand, but instead 
7 use the projected funded work load, the projected funded work 
8 load of 5.2 &on direct labor man-hours would utilize the 
9 three combat vehicle depots at 58 percent of their capacity that 

20 Depot would have to work a two-shift operation, have no surge 
21 capability, and be unable to reduce the backlog in effect at 
22 that time. Remember, this is a projected workloading of 54 -- 
23 nr excuse me -- 45 percent of the core requirement. Now, wh: 

Id wc want to do that? How would we ever restore readiness 
m y  reasonable time with a combat vehicle depot maintenance 
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1 capacity reduced to only 63 percent of our current program's 
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1 Solomon at the same appearance before the Congress that I quoted 
2 earlier. They appear to be reasonable, prudent, and 
3 affordable. The staff at Red River Army Depot is far more able 
4 than I am to provide the details which would point to these 
5 conclusions. From a purely pragmatic standpoint those of you in 
6 industry or government must seek considerations of readiness, 
7 cost, driven by capacity, capability, location, productivity, 
8 and unique skills would suggest that the study which concludts 
9 that Red River Army Depot is expendable is flawed to tbe point 

2 overall projections and 36 percent of the required maintenancx 
3 capacity projected? 
4 As a taxpayer, as well as a former soldier, I'm very 
5 sensitive to geographic realities of what is being considered. 
6 My understanding is that the proposal is to relocate 90 perm1 
7 of the DLA stock tO California and the rest to Alabama. One 
8 need only look at when the DLA major customers are to see that 

9 we would be incurring a significant longer distance to transport 
10 supplies and repair parts to combat vehicles if we were to 
11 relocate these stocks. 
12 In today's political environment our military units 
13 may be and often are called upon to move very rapidly to points 
14 around the world. These units must be quickly fleshed out with 
15 serviceable equipment and supplies prior to deployment. The 
16 depot system can react asbnishrngly well to these demands. 
17 ?heir reaction time, as well as the cost, is driven in no small 
18 way by their proximity and the availability of transportation. 
19 Red River Army Depot, the DLA installation there are 
120 wuch more centrally located with respect to many of these 

oying units than the sites selected to relocate its 

23 An alternative to closing Red River Army Depot 
24 briefed by Congressman Chapman wecc developed by the Red River 
25 Defense committee and are in line by tbey remarks that General 

10 of providing a reckless recommendation which can severely damage 
1 1  the readiness of our military forces and the security of our 
12 nation. 
13 Whether you accept these alternatives or not, I 
14 believe that those of you who were able to tour the facility or 
15 will in the near future will agree with Vice-President Gore's 
16 statement shown on this screen. Should Red River Army Depot be 
17 closed? Some answers are self-evident. 
18 1'11 be happy to take any questions. Thank you very 
19 much. 
20 (Applause). 
21 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I've got 19 minutes yet, plus of 
22 your time. We'll hold questions to the very end. 
23 MR. ROBERT E. 'SWEDE- LEE: ~y name is Robat E. Lee. 
24 I'm the President of the Texarkana Chamber of C o m e ,  and I'm 
25 serving currentlv also as the Chairman of the Red River Defense 
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1 Committee. 
2 I am, again, pleased that you're here. I have four 
3 minutes to talk about the subject that's probably most important 
4 to all these people. That's the economic impact that closure, 
5 as proposed by the Department and the DL& would have on the 
6 Texarkana area. Obviously, a lot of people sitting here in 
7 these yellow shirts would recognize tbe impact directly. How 
8 bad would it be? Well, in one word it will be severe. It's 
9 ironic that the Texarkana metro area, 122,000 total populatioc 

10 will suffer under this plan, the largest loss of jobs of an: 
11 area in the nation. In fact, there are only two states outside 
12 of Texas that would suffer job losses in the civilian sector 
13 greater than Red River Army Depot in the Texarkana area, 
14 Missouri with 4100 job loss, California with 3988 job loss 
15 programmed, and us with 3901 progpmmd civilian job losses. 
16 When you add to that the indirect losses that will occur as a 
17 result of this action, the total numbers swell to over 7500 
18 people in the Texarkana area that will be out of work. 
19 I think it significant that Red River Army Depot 
20 under this plan is called on to absorb over ten percent of the 
21 total job losses for the whole BRAC '95 process nationwide. 
22 l b t  will test even our patience, and we are truly patient. I 
23 would like to add too -- also that these programmed job losses 
24 in BRAC '95 are coming right on top of over 2500 direct job 
25 losses we've absorbed at Red River and Lone Star A r m  Ammunition - - I I 
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1 8 country we love. 1 8 have been asked to agree to present an unacceptable risk & I 

w 

I 6 because he is keenly concerned that the Army is making a 
7 mistake, and he w e s  a lot about the national security of the 

6 I would like to now walk you through a series of 
7 slides that in my opinion shows why the recommendations that you 
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1 River Army Depot, but more importantly he was the program 
2 manage on the Army's combat vehicle systems, the Bradley and 
3 the M-113. He was also the project managa for the M-60 tank 

4 that's maintained at Anniston. And General Donovan is here 
5 today at his own expense, on his own nickel, on his own time 

9 This was my moment to make my case. And I appreciate 
10 so much you having given me the opportunity to do so. I thank 
11 you. 
12 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. 
13 (Applause). 
14 BRIGADIER GENERAL DONOVAN:  hank you, Congressman 
15 Chapman. As Congressman Chapman said in his introduction, I'm 
16 here as a private citizen who happens to have seen firsthand 
17 from a number of viewpoints tbc importance of tk depot systcm, 
18 both supply and maintenance depots and their very favorable and 
19 cost effective impact on supply and readiness. As a logistician 
20 and a program manage, as well as an operations analyst and an 
21 engineer, I was both a slave to and a proponent of numbers. 
22 ?herefore I know, as I suspect all of you know, analysis is 
23 invariably driven by assumptions and criterion which may miss 
24 tbe heart and soul of the issue. Although I have not followed 
25 the details of the issues raised by Congressman Chapman and the 
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1 Red River defense committee, I have studied them in enough depth 
2 to believe in the validity of their statement that the analysis 
3 was flawed. 
4 But putting that aside, I would like to address the 
5 broader question of whether the decision to close Red River Army 
6 Depot and the Defense Logistics Agency's supply function there 
7 is in the national interest. You members of the Commission come 

8 from many divesse backgrounds. Some of you are businas people, 

Page 139 
1 for private industry to facil i t i~ for this kind of maintenance 
2 unless a continuing work load is highly probable. That is why I 
3 think the idea of a partnership between govanment and industry 
4 to share the work load of Red River Army Depot at Red River Army 
5 Depot makes good sense. 

9 national security. 
10 Slide one. The point that I want to bring out in 
11 this excerpt from the United States Code is that our logistic 
12 capability is to be sized according to requirements. 
13 Next slide. 'Ihe report from which this was taken was 
14 approved by the Office of the Secretary of Defense in April 
15 1994. You will note that this is in full compliance with United 

16 States Code. It bases the existence of organic depots upon core 
17 requirements. 
18 Next slide please. Now, what this slide shows are 
19 requirements compared with the projected funded work load for 
20 the three combat vehicle depots in the Army for the year 1999 
21 The reqhents, computed in accordance with policy shown on 
22 the previous two slides, is 9 million direct labor man-hours. 
23 The projection for funding for depot maintenance that year is 
24 about 42 percent of the requirements. Now, what is the 
25 difference between the requirement and the funded work load? 
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1 The difference is deferred maintenance. 
2 We have been fortunate, as has been said previously, 
3 in the last several years in being able to defer our maintenance 
4 on core systems without serious degradation of r e a h s  for two 
5 reasons. One, is that the equipment was new; and that the other 
6 is that the draw-drawn in units let us redistribute the best 
7 equipment for deactivated units and transfer equipment that wcn 
8 in need of depot repair into a waiting depot maintenance 

9 some come from govunment, both the legislative and executive 
10 sides, but I dare say you pride yourself in being able to look 
11 at issues from a business standpoint. Depot maintenance is 
12 snart business. It returns to units and the supply system in an 
13 almost new condition, at less than 30 percent of tbe acquisition 
14 cost, these combat vehicles. Now, that's relevant if the items 
15 wee in production. If no new items are being produced, depot 
16 maintenance is the only way of overcoming the effects of 
17 operational wear and tear in a way that provides troops with 

9 category. Those of you who have or will visit Red River Army 
10 Depot have some feel for the number of itans in this category at 
11 Red River Army Depot alone. And this increase in depot 
12 maintenance backlog can seriously degrade our readiness. 
13 Now, this is not just my opinion. In testimony 
14 between the Readiness Subcommittee of the House Anned Services 

15 Committee a year ago last week, Dr. Leon Solomon made the 
16 following statement, and I quote, "Several of you individually 
17 have asked me to tell you what effect the growing backlog of 

18 equipment, with the reliability and durability approaching that 
19 of new equipment. 
20 What separates depot maintenance from that 
21 accomplished in field units is the size, cost, mobility, and 
22 cmplexity of the equipment needed to accomplish the maintenance 
23 as  well as the special skills and knowledge needed of the 
24 mechanics and the tolerances to which they work. 
25 With combat vehicles it is almost never good business 

18 unaccomplished maintenance is doing to the readiness of our 
19 fighting forces. The unfunded portion of our depot maintenance 
20 requirements has bum growing over the last few years." And he 
21 goes on to say, "Reliability is lower, and the depot work is not 
22 performed. For example, tanks which do not go through the depot 
23 have almost 25 percent more mission fail=. Simply put", k 
24 says, "Readiness of the future could suffer if the backlog 
25 continues to grow." For those of you who do not know, General 
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k it is similarly unwise to make such a consolidation within 
Army's depot maintenance infrastructure. I visited, three 

3 weeks ago, Fort Hood, our largest Army base in the world. It's 
4 right there in Killeen, Texas. I talked to the people there 
5 about Red River. I said, "Where do you get your supplies?" 
6 Well, you know the answer, of course. "Red River." So when you 
7 move this distribution and repair facility away from its largest 
8 customer, whac are the costs? You saw the map. Red River is 
9 clearly the central location. Is Fort Hood going to wait longer 

10 for its supplies? Probably not. You know what they will do. 
11 They will start stocking up more supplies. What is the cost of 
12 that? Has that been considered here? I really don't think so. 
13 An tbey going to wait for their vehicles to be maintained? Are 

14 tbey going to wait a longer time? You know the answe. They're 
15 going to start getting more maintenance facilities at Fort 
16 Hood. 
17 I don't think we have factored the cost of closing 
18 this depot when you look at what Fort Hood and all of those 
19 major Army bases surrounding the central location of Red Rive 

20 and the added costs of increasing their capability for supplies 
21 and increasing their own maintenance capabilities. 
22 You have seen a p a t  community briefing today, and I 
2- ~reciate the fact that more of you are going to visit Red 
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1 facility. 
2 (Applause). 
3 SENATOR HUTCHISON: I have been saying for the last 
4 two years during my service in tk United States Senate, we must 
5 put common sense into our government once again. My friends on 
6 this Commission, closing Red River Army Depot does not m&t the 

7 common sense test. Thank you very much. 
8 (Applause). 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you, Senator. 

10 Yes, I think some of my colleagues have some 
11 questions. Ms. Steele? 
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I just have a couple of quick 
13 questions, and I'll save the rest for tk 15th when Commissioner 
14 Robles and I will be visiting your fine facility. So we look 
15 forward to seeing y'all then. 
16 (Applause). 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I can't believe I just 
18 said "y'all". You can tell I did move to Texas last year. 
19 Just another comment just to let you know that the 
20 Commission also found it peculiar that the &my at least didn't 

21 run a coam on moving functions into Red River. So about a week 
22 after we got the report we've asked them to do that. We don't 
23 have the answer back yet, but that's going through the 

25 And last, but not least, you're closing the best 125 DR. PHILLIP DWALL: Europe six percent, Korea six I 

2 w  
than probably any other base. That tells me how saiously 

ou are considering this very important decision. What you have 
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1 seen today is that the cost estimates made by the Army were 
2 flawed. The savings, if any, will not materialize for more than 
3 half a century, and yet the negative impact on our military 
4 readiness will be felt for the next 50 years. 
5 I want to summarize the points that have been made 
6 here today. ?he devastating economic impact is an issue here. 
7 You may hear this at every base closing hearing; it really 
8 matters here. You are taking about a city that is 60,000 
9 people, a metropolitan area in two states that is 120,000; and 
10 you're talking about ten percent of the entire BRAC economic 
11 impact. And this is not an area that is next to a metropolitan 
12 area. These people do not have other job capabilities. So 
13 while economic impact may not be your fust criterion, in this 
14 case it is a very important point that you must consider. 
15 Second, central location. How can we be talking 
16 about closing the most centrally located depot facility that has 
17 77 percent of the capacity? How can we even be being 
18 considering it? 
19 Cost of closing, I do think when you look at the 
2r nbers, which is what you must do, that you are going to see 

cost of closing has not been presented to you. You 
ot factor in what all of those other bases are going to have 

23 to do for their supply Lines and for their maintenance. It is 
24 not in the numbers. 
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24 pipeline. I just wanted you to be aware of that. 
25 (Applause) 

Page 152 
1 CoMMrssroNER STEELE: ~ n d  my two quick questions - 
2 which won't be nearly as exciting as that last comment -- your 
3 figure of $1 16 million of nonBRAC-related savings because of 
4 personnel reductions, I'm just wondering where does that 
5 number -- where did you pull that from? Is that out of the net 
6 savings during implementation number in the report or where? 
7 DR PHILLIP DUVALL: we looked at the Department of 
8 Defense projection tbat studied and showed the projected funded 
9 workload out to '99. We compared the funded workload in '99 

10 versus the current authorizations. There was a difference of 
11 over 1,000 direct labor positions in that. Only 375 positions 
12 are being realigned from Red River to Anniston. The numbers 
13 just don't add up. You can't accomplish the work you were doing 
14 with 1800 people with 375 people. So that led us to the 
15 conclusion that that reduction was there. The work must be 
16 done; you can't just improve that much. 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: okay, thanks. Lastly, with the 
18 defense distribution, Dr. DuVall, what percentage of their 
19 distribution if materiel ends up going to K m  and Europe? Do 
20 you know by chance? 
21 DR. PHILLIP DWALL: Yes, just a second. I have to 
22 put my glasses on. 
23 COMMISSIONER STEELE:  hat's okay; I can't take mine 
24 off. 

Donna L. Collins, CSR 
Collins & Miller, P.C., Dallas, Texas (214) 220-2449 



1 9 percent. If this action proceeds, in less than two years we'll 1 9 morning that I believe the world remains a voiatile place and I 

THE DEFENSE BRAC ~ulti-pagem REGIONAL HEARING 
DACLAS, TEXAS APRIL 19,1995 

10 be over 21 percent and will linger in that category for a long 
11 time. 
12 The major impact on our community is social. The 
13 folks at the Red River Army Depot -- our motto, "Our best, 

w 

10 hostile to our national security interests. The &mber of 
11 hostile nations -- 
12 (Applause). 
13 SENATOR HUTCHISON: -- seeking to acquire weapons of 

114 nothing less", and they carry that with them away from that 1 14 mass destruction is clearly on the rise- At the same t&e we I 
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1 Plant combined since 1990. The truth is the direct and indirect 
2 job losses at Red River and Lone Star combined between '90 and 
3 '95 leave us today with 1200 fewer people working in the 
4 Texarkana area than were employed there in 1990. 
5 So if this proposed action is allowed to take place, 
6 what w e ' ~  looking toward is not getting back to our 1990 level 
7 of employment in tht Texarkana area before the year 2007, not a 

8 very heart-warming prospect. Our unemployment today is 8.1 

115 depot to the places where they live. Ev-ng within 30 miles 1 15 are pursuing a flawed policy of reducing our active military I 
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1 community. I know that you have listened carefully because I've 
2 been watching you, and I want you to h o w  this is a gut 
3 decision. I want to reiterak a few points and to summarize the 

4 presentation that's been made here today. I believe that 
5 closing Red River will adversely impact our military nadimss. 
6 Secondly, the Department of Defense, the Army, and the Mcnsc 
7 Logistics Agency analysis were flawed. And, third, the return 
8 on investment is not as estimated. I stated to you earlier this 

116 of Red River Army Depot is impacted by these employees as 116 forces and capabilities-to levels we have not seen since just I 
17 citizens. They include members of city council, school board, 
18 church leaders, civic club leaders, girl scout, boy scout 

2 probably a lot of people everywhere. I'm amazed that any of you 
3 would accept such a job because it is honestly -- it has to be a 
4 terrible job to make a decision you have to make. You are 
5 indeed the judge and the jury of this whole process. I am 

17 prior to the Korean war. We are increasing the req-ts on 
18 our armed forces while we are shrhkhg them. In essence, we 

19 leaders, and the list goes on. They're cornerstones of every 
20 community in that area, and you can't put the weight on that. 
21 The economic impact and the social impact combined 
22 would be devastating to our community. The community will 
23 survive if the worst happened, but we don't believe the 
24 decision's driving forces are valid as you've already heard. 
25 I want to personally thank each member of this 
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1 Commission. ~ n d  I think I speak for aU these people hee and 

2 technical sophistication of weapons systems and equipment. I 
3 ask each of you to look at the 1996 D ~ D  bud- request. We 
4 are authorizing no fighter aircraft for the United States Air 
5 Force for the second consecutive year. ?his has not happened 

- 
19 are asking the men and women of our anned forces to do more with 

20 less. The margin for error is razor thin. The readiness of our 
21 armed forces, therefore, is paramount. We must have force 
22 structure. I believe we have reduced the size of our armed 
23 forces to a level that is inadequate to meet our needs. I 
24 believe that you must consider that in your decisions to close 
25 the bases. We must have ramp-up capabilities. 
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1 Secondly, modernization takes into account the 

6 impressed by the way you're going about your work. I am truly 
7 impressed that you're taking the time and making the schedule, 

8 holding regional hearings like this and indeed have at least one 
9 or more of your members visit every base on the closure list. 

10 If high-ranking officials in the military were as 
11 diligent, we wouldn't be here talking to you today, I don't 

14 determine which Army installation goes on the list have never 
15 set foot inside the fence at Red River Army Depot. I've never 
16 heard of any case whae an executive would make a decision to 
17 close the fmest complex in this country without having ever 
18 s e a  it. I say God bless this Commission. Whateve you end up 
19 with, we'll know it's fair. Thank you. 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. 

6 since there was an Air Force. The A m y  is authorizing no new 

7 tanks, armored fighting vehicles, or attack helicopters. 
8 Unfortunately, the list goes on for the other services. So how 
9 will our forces and their equipment do the job we're asking them 

10 to do? Readiness will depend on how we maintain and repair our 
11 equipment. That is the bottom line. 

12 believe. It's almost impossible to believe that the two highest 
13 ranking officers who are responsible for filing the audit to 

(APP~~w) .  
CHA[RMAN MONTOYA: senator, you opened up well; you 

23 have a light step there. 
24 SENATOR mcmo~: I guess nobody would know, but I 

- - 

12 Clearly, we are not replacing our equipment. Look at 
13 the 1996 budget. So the importance of depot level maintenance 1 
14 capabilities is vital. And yet you are considering closing the 
15 Army depot that maintains 75 percent of the track vehicles in a 

16 mechanized division and consolidating that workload into one 
17 other depot. That doesn't even take into account the missile 
18 work and the other activities at Red Rive b y  Depot. Why is 
19 moving the other 25 percent to Red River not being considemi 
20 and not a better solution? 
2 1 (APP~~w).  
22 SENATOR HUTCHISON: If anyone suggested to this 
23 Commission that 75 percent of the aircraft depot maintenance 
24 should be added to the workload of one air logistics center, I 

125 am very, very pleased to be up representing this wonderful 125 feel confident you would dismiss that as a silly suggestion. I 
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(Applause). w MR. DAVID WOOD I would like to Say another thing. 

3 I heard a man say that our =built products wee approaching the 

4 quality of a brand new product. I'd like to say that that 
5 transmission will be better than a new one, and I will tell you 
6 why. Our dynamometer test facility has specifications and tests 
7 that are not even required by the manufacturer of the 
8 transmission that I build. When it passes my -- when it passes 

9 that dynamometer test, it will have passed tests that are not 
10 even required by the manufacturer. 
11 I would like to say another thing. I was on the 
12 first team from Red River to go to Desert Shield. I was 
13 called - we work a four-day work week. Thursday is our Friday. 
14 I was called while I was watching the 6 o'clock news on Thursday 

15 that they needed help to go to Desert Shield. I left Monday 
16 morning at 8 o'clock. I spent six months in Saudi Arabia. I 
17 worked on other depots' equipment as well as our own. I can say 

18 that we went as civilians; we were uniformed. To my knowledge, 
19 I don't know if the Army ever uniformed you and put civilians 

20 into conflict areas. I have pride and patriotism. I felt like 
21 I did my part. I never was in the service, but I felt like I 
22 contributed what little I could. 
29 I'd like to say that I appreciate my job. I've tried 

aB!r ake and do the best I can for the country and for the 
payer, and that's all I've got to say. Thank you. 
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1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you very much. 
2 (Applause). 
3 COMMSSIONER STEELE: AX you sure you don't teach 
4 public speaking somewhere? 
5 MR. DAVID WOOD: Ma'am, I'm shaking I'm so scared. 
6 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ n d  this is Ms. Pat Pierce? 
7 MS. PAT PIERCE: Yes. You've heard today how in fact 
8 Red River Army Depot is a military/civilian platform. You've 

9 also heard about our quality award that is -- in fact the 
10 federal award is s y n o n ~ o u s  .with that of private industry, the 
11 Malcolm Baldridge. I think something that you probably would 
12 like to know is that, yes, there were five of those awards given 
13 in the federal government. There could have been eight. It's 
14 not some- that they just hand out because they could hand 
15 that many out. Another thing is in '94 we were a finalist for 
16 that award, and we didn't hire somebody to come in and put that 
17 package together. It was done in 21 days, and it was just a 
18 matter of putting down on paper what the good people at Red 
19 River Army Depot do. And then in 1995 we in fact wee a winner, 

2' - only blue collar winner in the federal government. There 

- 
1 criteria for the base closures? And then the next thing I want 
2 you to think, when you think "qualityn and "Red River" is to 
3 think people because that's what quality is, is the people 
4 Also, we have -- we don't just do quality at Red 
5 River. We are in fact the leader in all the federal 
6 govtmmmt. We have shared our strategies with approximately 

7 6,000 other government members. In fact, yesterday I got a call 
8 from the nominee for the top presidential award and tbey want to 

9 come visit Red Rive; and they are on May the 3 1 st, to fmd out 

10 how we do it. 
11 On August the 2nd 1995 Red River Army Depot will be 
12 presented the Quality Award by the President or the 
13 Vice-President. 
14 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: One more phrase? 
15 MS. PAT PIERCE: okay. I just want you to ask 
16 yourselves the question: How can we not consider quality as a 
17 value to our military? 
18 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. 
19 (Applause). 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Horace G. Pierce? 
2 1 MR. HORACE SHIELDS: Horace G. Shields. That's Pat 
22 Pierce right there. 
23 My name is Horace G. Shields, and I'm a member of Red 
24 River Army Depot. And on behalf of the Red River members and 

25 our community members I would like to make four points that I 
- --- 
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1 would like for you to consider between now and the 1st of July. 
2 Point number one is this. The United States of 
3 America is the only superpower left in the world. We did not 
4 get to be the only superpower nor will we remain the only 
5 superpower with a weak defense. Consider keeping our national 

6 defenses at an acceptable level. 
7 Point number two is this. We feel that we should not 
8 put all of our tracked and wheeled vehicle maintenance eggs ir 
9 one depot basket. This is not a good idea, whether that one 

10 basket be Red Riva or Anniston or Letterkenny; it's not a good 

11 idea. 
12 Point number three. We feel that the military value 
13 of Red River Army Depot and the DLA supply activity is 
14 unsurpassed by any other military activity in the world. 
15 And then point number four is this. Don't close the 
16 best of the best. Get Red River and DLA off the closure list on 
17 the 1 st day of July. Thank you. 
18 (Applause). 
19 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Mr. E. J. Chiartano? 

,20 MR. E. J. CHZARTANO: I'd like to thank the 

25 River think of quality, and then think why is it not part of the 125 and private cars, at our own expense because we have faith in 

three other Anny depots that did apply for that award. 
2 'w one of them passed the screening of Army level. 
23 What I want you to do today is put down on your note, 
24 "quality" with a big question mark, and when you think of Red 
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21 Commission for allowing me to speak. I know you have a 
22 difficult job, and I'd like to think that I represent some of 
23 the members and families of members that are hae today. We'= 

24 here on our own time. We drove over three hours, some in buses 
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120 we're going to take a few minutes and hear the public comment 120 Probably numbers that are harder to find, but much 1 
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9 country or we wouldn't be serving on this commission because we 

10 do think it's probably one of the most important things if not 
11 the most important things that we'll do in our lives. Certainly 
12 one of the most difficult things obviously in my life. 
13 Your position on defense is certainly clear, Senator, 
14 and I for one appreciate it and we all appreciate the support 
15 that you've shown your state today and we appreciate the 
16 hospitality we've received before, received today, and I'm sure 
17 that we we'll receive in the future. Thank you very much. 
18 CHALRMAN MONTOYA: mr the Red River folks, we are - 
19 because we're a little bit ahead and Oklahoma went this morning, 

9 military value because I think that's what the Army is trying to 

10 consider when they decide who they're going to close. And I 
11 think some things show up in military value, and they're easy to 

12 measure. But I think some things don't show up in the numbas, 

13 and they can't be measured worth anything. I think one of those 
14 thmgs is the patriotism of the work force. I'm probably just 
15 following on his heels, but a number that's real easy to check 
16 on is the savings bond participation rate at any installations. 
17 At Red River we've flown the Minuteman flag that shows bow much 
18 we participate in the savings bond program for 39 consecutive 
19 years. 
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1 percent. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: okay. Thank you very much. 
3 That's all. 
4 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: senator, if you would convey this 
5 to the Governor and all you folks here and the rest of the 
6 delegations from Texas, we appreciate your appreciating our 
7 job. I think it's fair to say that all eight commissioners also 
8 feel a very strong affmity for the defense posture of our 

21 portion from the Red River folks who signed up to speak. So 
22 we'll do that right now. If you'll be so kind as to return, and 
23 we'll do that. 
24 We have 11 -- 11 citizens. You've got two minutes 
25 each. That will get us back on schedule a bit for Arkansas, but 
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1 we have 11 folks. I'd like to have them come up and stand in 
2 front so we can swear them in. Let me read the names. They are 
3 Jim Taylor, Joe Jones, David Wood, Pat Pierce, Horace G. Piace, 
4 E. J. Chiartano, Steven ~rnold ,  Molly Beth Malcolm, Randy Pipes, 
5 Michael Fields, and Mayor John Jarvis of Texarkana. If they'll 
6 all come forward. 
7 If you'd all kindly raise your right hand. 
8 (1 1 witnesses sworn). 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: we'll start first with Mr. Jim 

10 Taylor. 
11 MR. JIM TAYLOR: Good afternoon. 1 certainly 
12 appreciate the opportunity to get to speak to you. I'd like to 
13 speak about two things. 
14 First, is the most valuable asset we have at Red 
15 River Army Depot which is our members. At Red River you pick up 
16 the phone and -- want to talk about military value -- overnight 
17 we will provide you 2 to 300 membas willing to go anywhere in 
18 the world to do anything they can to support the military. At 
19 the same time, the members that are left at Red River Army Depot 
20 will be glad to work overtime so our production does not slip. 
21 We've proved this during Desert Storm. 
22 At Red River there's no challenge that's too big. We 
23 would be foolish to tell you that our sister depots cannot do 
24 tbe work that we do because they can. But the difference is our 
25 members, the quality work you get, the timeliness of the work. 
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1 At Red River our saying is "Our best and nothing less." I 
2 believe we have shown this time and time again through tbe ACOE 

3 awards, through the Hammer Award presented by Viceh iden t  
4 Gore. We're recognized throughout the United States as the 
5 leader in reinvention of government. I feel that all of these 
6 do have to be taken into consideration. I thank you very much. 
7 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: 'rhank you. Mr. Joe Jones. 
8 MR JOE JONES:  hank you. I'm up here to talk about 

21 more important are numbas that indicate how willing that work 
22 force is to go in when times are tough. Red River work force 
23 has found themselves in the position, for instance, in -- when 
24 Saudi was called, of having to support the weapon systems from 
25 other depots where those workers didn't want to go into those 
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1 places whae it was uncomfortable to work. But the work force 
2 at Red River has always shown that patriotism. When the cal 
3 comes in, Red River answers that call. 
4 And the other thing I want to talk about is the 
5 manpower and the cost implications, that phase of the militaq 
6 value. This was -- this is probably the easiest point for Red 
7 River. We live in a low-cost area, and our labor rates are 
8 among the lowest of any of the depot systems. The local high 
9 schools graduate large numbers, highquality graduates that make 

10 good workers out there at Red River. Tbey said NOR was going to 
11 be the guide for who showed up on this list, and that isn't what 
12 they did. Apparently, we broke the rules because we make money 
13 on NOR. Thank you. 
14 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. Mr. David 
15 Wood. 
16 MR. DAV~D WOOD: Good afternoon, ladies and 
17 gentlemen. I would like to apologize for one thing; I'm not a 
18 public speaker. Excuse me. I'm a direct laborer. As far as 
19 building vehicles, thae 's  no more k t  labor than me. I'm on 
20 the very bottom. You've heard from people at the top, and 
21 they've told you figures and things that I don't even 
22 understand; I don't have a clue. All I know is I've got a 
23 transmission that's on my stand that Monday morning was a piece 
24 of junk, it was worthless, it was scrap. Tomorrow afternoon i 
25 will be a code A asset worth $89,000 to the taxpayer. 
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' w a n d  at Rock Island. The sole purpose of this was to try to 

ition strategy that this work force, Red River Army Depot, 
3 s accomplished in organizational development. You've already w 
4 heard the accomplishments and the results of that, the awards 
5 they've d v e d  and what revenue that they've accomplished. 
6 It's contradictory to us to even consider closing the 
7 installation that we constantly point to, to other places, and 
8 say "This is what we want you to be like." When you ask the 
9 question: What is the Red River Army Depot? It's these people 

10 in the yellow shirts. They're what make it. Thank you. 
1 1  CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. 
12 (Applause). Looks like -- are you the Mayor? 
13 We have -- it's Michael Fields I guess. 
14 MR. MICHAEL FIELDS: Yes, sir, I'm Michael Fields. 
15 I'd iike to thank the Commission this morning for letting me - 
16 or this afternoon speak to y'all. 
17 You'll notice I'm wearing my chocolate chips. All 
18 right? Well, I've been working at Red River almost 20 yean 
19 now, and I've got nine years experience in National Guard 
20 deployment and also Anny Reserve. At the present time I'm 
21 working on becoming a drill sergeant. This BRAC commission -- 
22 or this BRAC has hit me double -- well, two times. First Red 
23 River, now my Army Reserve unit also. I take this kind of 

;anal, you know. It's kind of hard not to take it that way. 
What I'd like to do is bring your a m t i o n  back to 

. 
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1 history though. All right? The Kaiser lost the first world 
2 war; you had chaos. You had one man who came in and took over a 
3 country, becomes a super world power, almost took over the 
4 world. This man was Hitler. All right, now in this present day 
5 we have the Iron Curtain which is supposedly down. Those 
6 countries under the Warsaw pact are more of a threat now than 
7 what they were when they were under the Soviet Union. 
8 Also, we forget; we have China, North Korea, and 
9 other countries around the globe that are totally against 

10 democracy and the Amaican way. Also, I bring your attention 
1 1  back to history on Pearl Harbor. The Navy, the Pacific fleet 

I 12 placed all their assets -- almost all their assets within Pearl 
13 Harbor. The Japanese came in and and took it all out. Now you 
1 4  want to take and put all your major defense maintenance 
15 operation in one area. It doesn't have to take a terrorist act 
16 to set the production back. All it has to be is a natural 

!5 (Individuals stand). ] 25 logistician for the 1st Cav. and get them ready for Desert -- 
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1 MR. MICHAEL FIELDS: I know there's more than that. 
2 1 do know there's other people that supported Desert Storm and 
3 Desert Shield. Would you please stand up. Every one that was 
4 involved in that. 
5 (Audience stands; applause). 
6 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much. Now I think 
7 we're at the last speaker, the Mayor. Mayor John Jarvis. 
8 MAYOR JOHN JARVIS:  hank you, Commissioners. I 
9 appreciate your intelligence, open-mindedness, and hopefully 

10 ultimately your ability to make good business decisions. I want 
1 1  to talk to you about disasters, such as tornadoes, floods, and 
12 fires in our area. Over the past they have caused a great 
13 community effort to clean up and rebuild and heal. The Red 
14 River flood a few years ago caused a great number of people to 
15 run to the rescue of people who were victirmzed, a totally 
16 unselfish and caring effort. 
17 My point is that we can crunch numbers, take 
18 percentages, create theories, and guess what the effect that the 
19 closing of Red River would have on the four-states area, but 
20 luckily all we have to do is look at what has been happening 
21 with community efforts, business involvement, cities and 
22 counties, their involvement's been incredible. The group you 
23 see in tbe audience today, a group -- a much, much prater group 
24 that you can't see right now, but believe me they're with us in 
25 spirit and thought. There has never been a greater effort -- 
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1 there has never been a greater effort to come to the rescue of 
2 our families in the four-states area. And I want to thank all 
3 of them for their passion and caring. We're not like Tooele 
4 in '93; we don't have a Salt Lake City 25 miles away. We're 
5 talking about a lot of families that would have to move, and 
6 it's devastating to think what would happen and could. It's 
7 very scary. Again, I appreciate your intelligence, 
8 open-mindedness and hopefully and ultimately to make good, sound 
9 business decisions. God bless you, and thank you. 

10 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you very much. 
11  (Applause). 
12 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I want to thank you al l  very 
13 much. And I think you've done -- you've done so well today that 
14 I want to ask the soldier among us to close this part of the 
15 session for us. General Robles. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I -- this is a little bit 

17 disaster. Keep Red River open and keep Anniston open. That way 
18 if something does happen, a tornado or some kind of natural 
19 disaster comes up, you still can get some type of support to 
20 troops. 

I served in Desert Storm; I was in Saudi Arabia for 
-months. I'd like to also point out that several other 
13 members here at Red River, they were there. Please stand up. 
!4 Those that wen: in Saudi Arabia please stand up. 

- - 
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17 unorthodox, but let me put this in perspective. Of course I was 
18 always unorthodox when I was on active duty; I rmght as we1 
19 continue to be unorthodox. 
20 This has nothing to do with the presentation you 
21 gave. We'll analyze that and take a look at it and try to sort 
22 all this out. But I will tell you that in August of 1990 I was 
23 assigned to Fort Hood, Texas as Assistant Division Commander of 
24 the 1st Cavalry Division. My job was to be the chief 
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1 1 Red River Army Depot as a complex. 

2 We'd like to say we've grown old; we've grown 
' 3 smarter. You've seen a lot of facts and figures. We know what 

4 we're capable of. I am an Army veteran. I saved as an officer 
5 in the regular Amy, and I'm a reservist now. 
6 One of the things that's not been mentioned besides 
7 our active duty requirements is we train over 5,000 reserve 
8 soldiers a year. I myself am an instructor for the United 
9 States Army Reserve. I travel throughout the state of Texas and 

10 northeastern area to train Army troops. That type of expertise 
1 1  will also be lost. There are many reservists to be served at 
12 Red River Army Depot as a part of the Army civilians. 
13 If Red River stands on anythtng that you've heard 
14 today, we stand proudly in the record that you've seen both 
15 visually and presented by the members that are here today. 1 
16 realize you have a tough decision, but you obviously were 
17 selected for your intelligence in the area of military 
18 responsibility, costs, administrative &ta. We ask that you 
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1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Ms. Molly Beth Malcolm? 
2 MS. MOLLY BETH MALCOLM: M O ~  aftenoon. I am not an 
3 employee of Red River Army Depot, nor do I have any family 
4 members employed there. I'm not a military expert, but I do 
5 know the USA must close some of our excess military bases. 
6 We're no longer in a cold war and that y'all have a hard job 
7 before you. 
8 What I am is a taxpayer, a concerned citizen and 
9 interested in the national defense of our country. And while 

10 base closures must be done they must be done the right way, and 
1 1  Red River Army Depot is the best of the best. It is efficient, 
12 it is vital to our national security, and it's tops in 
13 profitability. They can do it better, cheaper, and quicker. 
14 Red River Army Depot has evolved over the years into 
15 a laboratory of innovation in the defense of our nation. How 
16 can what Red River does be done better, cheaper, and quicker? 
17 And the answer is: It can't be done better, cheaper, and 
18 quicker. 

'CI 

16 Gotlowe, Economics Secretary, came to Red River and presented 
17 VicePresident Al Gore's Hammer Award. This was a very big 
18 honor in my opinion to Red River Army Depot and its people. It 
19 showed that they can apply all the concepts. We are cost 
20 efficient, innovative, creative; we cut red tape. It's been 
21 proven, and it's on paper. 
22 And I'd just like to end it with this saying. That 
23 Red River people will do their best and nothing else. Thank 
24 YOU. 

25 (Applause). 

19 conside us based solely upon our record, which we are extremely 
20 proud of. 
21 (Applause). 
22 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you. Mr. Steven Arnold? 
23 MR. STEVEN ARNOLD: mod afternoon. Ladies and 
24 gentlemen of the Commission, I would like to talk to you again 
25 about military value, about Red Rive Army Depot. As a missile 
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1 worker in the Missile Maintenance Division, I would like to 
2 mention that I have had an opportunity and privilege to serve on 
3 a self-made, self-empowered work team. This team applied the 
4 force concept: Honesty, ethics, accountability, respect, trust, 
5 and support. A conception of this team is historic. We went 
6 from three missiles a day and built that up to a productivity 
7 rate of 24 missiles. And what I wodd like to say is: This is 
8 indicative of what the Red River employees are all capable of 
9 and can do. Not just that one team. Missile people, I can 

lo  confidently say, have the expertise to accept any and all 
1 1  missile work directed their way. 
12 What does the force concept mean to a soldier in the 
13 field? It lets them h o w  that they're getting the best quality 
14 product, that it's been the most cost efficient. On October the 
15 14th of 1994 Joe Reeder, Undez-secm of the Army, and Joseph 

16 And some things cannot be measured in balance sheets, 
17 income statements, and COBRA; and the innovative can-do and 
18 economically soundness of Red River is one of those things. 
19 It's not in our country's best interest to close Red River 
20 because they can do it, better, cheaper, and quicker. 
2 1 (Applause). 
22 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Mr. Randy Pipes? 
23 MR. RAiiY PIPES:  hank you. I've worked for Red 
24 Rive Army Depot for 15 years up until this past year wbcn I was 

25 detailed to go to Headquarters for the Industrial Opemt~ons 

19 The whole of what Red River Army Depot does is not 
20 only better, but it is also cheaper and it's quicker. And we 
21 don't need to fur -- as East Texans say, "We don't need to fur 
22 what ain't broke." 
23 (Applause). 
24 MS. MOLLY BETH MALCOLM: An example of this that I 
25 remember very vividly is when thousands and thousands of 
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1 vehicles rolled through Texarkana at the Red River Army Depot 
2 during the Gulf War. Why did they have to come there? They 
3 were drab Army green, and they needed to be painted camouflage 
4 colors for the desert. Why were they sent to Red River? Theq 
5 could have been painted in other places. The reason they were 
6 sent to Red Rive was because the Army knew they could be done 
7 better, cheaper, and quicker at Red River Army Depot. 
8 (Applause). 
9 MS. MOLLY BETH MALCOLM:  his is only one incident of 

10 decades of strong, proud support of our national defense 
1 1  effort. There's a long-standing tradition at Red River Army 
12 Depot for high-quality folks; they're dedicated to the national 
13 defense of our country to spend their lives at Red River 
14 responding with long hours, hard work, and dedication to protect 
15 the U. S. -- United States. 
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.iffee, Arkansas firmly believe you will give serious 

w s i d e r a t i o n  to the realignment of Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, 
3 utilize major portions of the acreage that it encompasses for 
4 all those purposes. Fort Smith, the surrounding area and the 
5 military, have enjoyed a mutually beneficial relationship for 
6 our national defense. Fort Smith has continually been a good 
7 Army town for the military and their families since the fort was 
8 built in 1940, '41, and this has been a mutual partnership 
9 between the military and the fort itself. 

10 Fort Chaffee occupies 25 percent of our county, 
1 1  Sebastian County, Arkansas. This is a vital concern to us in 
12 our region, and we agree that it's best suited for the most part 
13 for our continued military training. In our company today we 
14 have Mr. Steve Riddell representing Senator David Pryor's staff: 
15 Mr. Brian Moran from Senator Dale Humphrey's staff; Mr. Ed 
16 Warmax, civilian aide for the Secretary of the Army for the 
17 State of Arkansas; Senator Billy Dooley, President of the Fort 
18 Smith Chamber of Commerce; and Mr. Jack Plight, the Chairman of 
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1 Governor Tucker sends his regrets. He could not be 
2 present. He had some duties that he could not change and had to 
3 remain in the state of Arkansas today. 
4 You have before you a packet of information which I 
5 will speak from that. The rest of it I know you will take home 
6 and study at a later date. 
7 My responsibility and charge is to be sure that the 
8 men and women of the Army and International Guard of Arkansas 
9 are well trained, men and women who are prepared to go and win 

lo the next battle and, most importantly, return home safe. To dc 
1 1  this 63,000 acres of Fort Chaffee is extremely important as 
12 maneuver space for our men and women. We find thee a tempered 

13 climate, and there are no environmental distracters for training 
14 at Fort Chaffee. This is really important. For as you know, ir 
15 many bases today there are environmental problem that prohibit 
16 training. 
17 There are several hundred reserve tenant units out at 
18 Fort Chaffee. You see. them listed on the screen, including the 

119 the Fort Smith Chamber of Commece. The Fort Smith Chamber is ] 19 NCo ~cademy, RTS-~ed school at that location. Thc Army tenant I 

19 Thank you for your consideration to this important 119 training operations for river crossing, the only post I know of I 

20 unsurpassed by any chamber anywhere in its promotion and support 
21 of the fort and its continued use. 
22 We'll have presentations today by Major General 
2? Trash, Adjutant General of the Army National Guard, and Colonel 

w Boyer, U. S. A m y  retired, who will bring live many of the 
2 tegic and tactical and monetary reasons for the continuation 
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1 of use of the major -- of the majority of Fort Chaffee and its 
2 acreage for military training and national defense. 
3 If realignment of Fort Chaffee should be your choice, 
4 as we believe it will, areas to the west of Fort Chaffee would 
5 be ideal for bringing the interstate highway networks together 
6 by using land already owned by the federal government but 
7 outside the training areas necessary and requested by the 
8 National Guard and Reserve components. 
9 Our presentation time is extremely short. I 

10 reiterate the support of the citizens of the region in urging 
1 1 you to consider realignment of Fort Chaffee. 
12 It's my pleasure to introduce Major General Thrash, 
13 Adjutant General of the Arkansas National Guard, who will be 
14 followed by Colonel Robert Boyer, to present some of the 
15 remarkable features of Fort Chaffee for the continuation of 
16 training use and national defense by the Anny Reserve, the 
17 National Guard, and other military branches through base 
1 8 realignment. 

2C -ue. 
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Judge. W MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH: ~istinguislrd members of 

20 unit, 142nd field artillery brigade, in Northwest Arkansas 
21 attended the Persian Gulf War and served with suspension at that 
22 time. The 1st and 233rd air defense artillery also sent a unit 
23 from Fort Chaffee, along with the 188th tactical fighting 
24 group. Other tenants you will find, a regional training 
25 brigade, which is a brigade that is designated to conduct lanes 
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1 training which is required by Title XI congressional mandates. 
2 There are other tenants we hope will remain at Fort Chaffee if 
3 we continue to use it for training of our troops. 
4 Fort Chaffee is centrally located. And within a 
5 200-mile radius you will see the 45th infantry brigade and the 
6 39th infantry brigade, both separate, enhanced brigades doing 
7 the same thing, designated as such; and the 142nd field 
8 art ihy  brigade. They're within a 200-mile radius and trained 
9 at Fort Chaffee. You will notice not only is this in a 

10 centralized location within the United States, you have a nearby 
1 1  civilian airport at Fort Smith that's capable of handling the 
12 C-5A aircraft. Also, you have easy access to the interstate 
13 highway system. You have an inland waterway system in the 
14 Arkansas River. It has been used to transport equipment down to 
15 the Mississippi River and to further points for demarcation. 
16 Also, we have two C-130 capable dirt-landing strips in a 
17 tactical area on Fort Chaffee. Also, you have a training area 
18 on both sides of the Arkansas River where we can conduct 

20 where a river crosses an activeduty post whae those opexations 
21 can be conducted. 
22 The reserve components are a hometown organization 

23 the Base Redigment and Closure Commission, it's certainly my 
24 pleasure today to be here to present the facts concerning Fort 
25 Chaffee. 

23 and, as such, major training areas might be regionally located 
24 within commuting distance if we are to do the training necessary 
25 to be prepared for our next conflict. Not only for our annual 
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1 Shield then, and Desert Storm. My job was the tank division, 
2 upload lbEm d o w  at Beaumont and Houston, get aU the equipment 
3 on board and move out, n e w  expecting to come back or knowing 
4 if we were going to come back to Fort Hood or even to the United 
5 States. 
6 So what we did is we packed up everything we needed 
7 to go to war, and I directed that eveqthmg else was left. We 
8 started out with lots and lots of repair parts and equipment 
9 that was left behind that we couldn't take to war. And I 
10 remember as clearly as yesterday a dedicated team of civilians 
11 from Red River Army Depot came down there and started to sort 
12 through that that we left them. And I've have to tell you it 
13 wasn't very pretty. As you can imagine, a division, an axmored 
14 division when it Leaves its td as you get ready to go off to 
15 war. I thought you would be working at it for the rest of the 
16 war and on into the next couple of years. And so I was amazed 

17 by November, when I got called back, and said it's all done, 
18 it's all cleaned up, the Red River folks came and packed it up, 
19 cleaned it up, sorted it, classified it, and have redistributed 
20 it throughout the Army at a great savings. 
21 The next time I ran into Red River folks was when I 
22 was in the desert. And we did need to get our MR missile 
23 l a u n c h  up, refurbished and modified. We did need to get our 
24 tanks, to have spsial work done on our tanks and a lot of o t k  
25 modif~cations. They were in the dirt, in the heat, in the dust, 
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1 very austere conditions, no lifts, all done by sweat, labor, and 
2 Lots and lots and lots of dedicated patriotic Americans, of 
3 which you were a great part of that. 
4 So I want to thank you, as a soldier who spent his 
5 whole adult life in the dirt in far away places, for being what 
6 you were then, the greatest virtue, the best America has to 
7 offa; and certainly you were a great civilian unit. And we 
8 came back and we probably never told you this, so now I'm 
9 telltng you: Thank you, from the soldier's perspective, for all 
10 you do for America and certainly all you did for us then. 
11 (Applause; standing ovation). 
12 CHAIRMAN MOMOYA: we will start the Arkansas hearing 
13 at 20 after, in ten minutes. 
14 (Recess). 
15 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: The hearing is back in session. 
16 General, who is your leader? 
17 MAJ. GENERAL THRASH: Judge Harper. 
18 CHATRMAN MONTOYA: Judge Harper? 
19 MAJ. GENERAL THRASH: Yes, Admiral. 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Very well. Judge, if you would 
21 introduce your contingent, I will swear you in and we'll get 
22 started with our last session of the day. 
23 JUDGE HARPER: ~ernbers of the base realignment 
24 commission, ladies and gentlemen, I'm Bud Harper. I'm Sebastian 
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1 the Committee for the Continued Use of Fort Chaffee for Military 
2 P U ~ ~ O S ~ S .  
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: EXCUSe me. I'm s o y .  I'm 
4 having a little trouble hearing you. 
5 JUDGE HARPER: Is this not on? 
6 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I'm afraid you're not on. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: It might just need to be turned 
8 closer. 
9 (Pause). 

10 JUDGE HARPER:  embers of the Base ~~t and 
11 Closure Commission, Ladies and gentlemen, I'm Bud Harper, 
12 Sebastian County Judge and Cochair of tbe Committee for the 
13 Continued Use Fort Chaffee for Military Purposes, along with 
14 Congressman T i  Hutchinson. Congressman Hutchinson at this time 

15 is flying someplace around above Dallas and Fort Worth, and I 
16 understand now that he's in route back to Washington, so k ' s  a 
17 little frustrated I'm sure. So this gives me a couple 
18 additional minutes to introduce some of the folks we have on our 
19 committee. 
20 Our committee is composed of a group of citizens who 
21 live and surround Fort Chaffee. Arkansas who are intexested in 
22 the most practical use of Fort Chaffee by the military to 
23 provide necessary training for the armed forces with the 
24 ultimate objective being a strong national defense. We dz 
25 that the best involvement is by utilization of existing military 
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1 installations with necessary reductions to be made by the 
2 Department of Defense. While we realize each community 
3 represented here -- 
4 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: sir, may I interrupt you for just 
5 a minute? Are you going to read a statement first before you 
6 introduce your members? Because I need to swear all of you in 

7 before you get into your presentation. 
8 JUDGE HARPER: All right. 
9 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: ~ n d  I thought you were going to do 
10 that for me. Introduce your members to our team, and then we'll 
11 swear you in. 
12 JUDGE HARPER: right. The members that we have 
13 that are going to speak today are Colonel Bob Boyex who is Army 
14 re-, Major General Tbrash who is the Adjutant General of the 
15 Arkansas National Guard, and myself. 
16 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: please stand up. This is being 
17 required by the minutes of the BRAC statute to swear you if in 
18 if you're going to testify. If you'd raise your right hand. 
19 (Three witnesses sworn). 
20 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Very well. sorry for the 
21 interruption. Proceed. 
22 JUDGE HARPER: Fine. Thank you, sir. 
23 We realize that each of the communities represented 
24 here today is placing its best foot forward in a convincing 
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wces to operate primarily as a dedicated nserve component - training installation. Our desire would be for it to be 

3 located under force corn. If that's not possible, then latch 
4 them to the rtsave component - or reserve component training. 
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1 and the active Army's Joint Readiness Training Center, tbc JRTC, 

2 in connection with the training of the 82nd Airborne Division, 
3 the 10 1 st Airborne Division, the 18th Airborne Corps, the 2nd 
4 Armed Cavalry Regimen at Fort Po& and Special Forces Unit of 

18 few words because of our allotted time, but I do have a letter 
19 that I would like to leave with you in which I go into some 
20 detail concerning the points I'd like to try to make in my time 
21 today and point out why you should retain Fort Chaffee as a 
22 major training area. 
3 I was going to talk a little about community support, 

1 5 I think we owe it to our young men and women who give of tbeir 
6 time and being away from their families and vacations, 
7 birthdays, and little league ball games to train to serve their 
8 country, that we provide them with a place whae they can truly 
9 be trained and be prepared to fight and win the next war. Fort 

10 Chaffee is absolutely an outstanding infantry training 
11  facility. 
12 Thank you very much. 
13 CHARMAN MONTOYA: you're welcome. 
14 (Applause). 
15 COLONEL BOB BOYER: ~onmble Commission members, 
16 I'm Bob Boyer and I appreciate the opportunity to say a few 
17 words to you this afternoon. It's obviously going to be a very 

18 All these units that I've mentioned use Fort Chaffee 
19 because it's the most outstanding major training area that they 
20 have access to. And that's why it was selected in 1986 as the 
21 initial home of the JRTC, the Army's premier trainer of our 
22 light forces. And that's why even after the JRTC was 
23 t ransfed to Fort Polk in 1992 to replace the unit departing 

5 the Southern Command, as well as the civilian United States 
6 Department of Energy. 
7 I did want to add one thing that General Thrash, when 
8 he commented on that river crossing training site at Fort 
9 Chaffee, the river runs right through Chaffee. And I understand 

10 it's the only Army installation in the country where the Army 

1 1  owns land on both sides of the river for crossing training. It 
12 also has the unique additional feature in that locking dam 13 
13 run by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers is right down the 
14 river, and they can control the flow of the river current to 
15 enhance the river crossing training. The engineering units that 
16 use that river crossing training site say it's undoubtedly the 
17 best in the country. 

25 Reserve, the Navy Seals and Seabees, the Marine Corps Reserve / 25 hours, but I only have four and a half minutes. So I have to 
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1 more time on that subject. 
2 None of us on the Chaffee committee are paid for our 
3 services on the committee. We'n all volunteers because we feel 
4 it's the right thing to do, and it's right not only for our 
5 community but more importantly for our nation. 
6 In regard to military value of Fort Chaffee as a 
7 major training area, you've heard from General Thrash, and he 
8 has spoken as to how critical Chaffee is to the Arkansas 
9 National Guard and also the Oklahoma National Guard which trains 

10 at Chaffee. He's told you that he needs, for training of his 
11 enhanced brigades, some 63,000 acres. And when you combine the 

12 U. S. Army Reserve's requiremeats at Chaffee, it totals 68,000 
13 acres. General Thrash has also pointed if the Reserve's 
14 buildmg is there, he needs 5,000 buildings for his soldiers. 
15 The charts have shown that it's really cost 
16 prohibitive to go to alternate sites for this essential 
17 training; and even if the money were available, the traveling 
18 time would cut too severely into that essential and limited 
19 training time. General Hardy of the U. S. Army Reserve also 
? '?fed General Robles much to the same effect as did Colonel 

on, Commandex of the Army's regional training brigade at v 22 ort Chaffee. 
23 Fort Chaffee is also used by the -- some units of the 
24 Louisiana National Guard, the active Air Force, the Air Force 

24 Fort Polk, the JRTC still uses Fort Chaffee for its-mo& 
25 important training missions. 
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I It's interesting, when you go back and look at that 
2 1986 report - and I'll give you a copy of it -- where the Army 
3 chose Chaffee as the initial home of the JRTC, they compared 
4 Chaffee with nine other installations as the possible home. 
5 They immediately rejected six as not being suitable for that 
6 type of training, and the competition boiled down to Chaffee; 
7 Camp Shelby, Mississippi; and Fort H. P. Hill, one of Chaffee's 
8 p m t  competitors. They found that H. P. Hill bad 11 seious 
9 disadvantages; one being a major highway going between its 

10 maneuver area and its impact area. Chaffee easily won that 
11  head-to-head competition with H. P. Hill. And Fort Chaffee's 
12 gotten even better since those days. In 1991 it was selected as 
13 the most improved small facility of the year, and it won 
14 additional honors in 1992 through 1994. 
15 In the eRAc 1993 review Chaffee was rated higher than 
16 five of the other installations that it's competing with today. 
17 So the question arises: Well, how -- if that was true one year 
18 ago, how in less than a year did Chaffee move from being rated 
19 higher than five of those installations down below those 
20 installations today? Well, the obvious answer is that the 
21 factors that were fed into the computer were changed. And I'd 
22 like to mention some of those factors just briefly. 
23 Gosh, I was counting on this time remaining -- okay, 
24 I see how it's working now. I thought I had four and a half 
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6 components. It also failed to consider the congressionally 
7 mandated Title XI training requirements of GFRE personnel to 
8 train priority RC units and conduct of lanes training by the 
9 active component of the regional training brigade, USAR training 
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1 training but also for inactive-duty training and weekend 
2 training. We feel that -- our National Guard bureau did not 
3 agree to the Army basing study criteria for evaluation of value 
4 on the maneuver training area. It failed to recognize the IDT 

6 en- before they can arm their weapons. They cannot ann over 
7 federal land. 
8 Fort Chaffee usage increases from year to year. In 
9 FY '94 right after the RTC left Fort Chaffee to go to Fort 

10 division exercise. It also failed to consider the relocation 
11 costs of the USAR units and the Army and air units which total 
12 approximately $40 million in relocation costs. 
13 We have some requkments if we are to conduct the 
14 type of reserve component training that is necessary for our 
15 units to be ready. You must have a maneuver and lanes training 
16 area for a light brigade. A brigade must train as organized if 
17 it is to mobilize and deploy within the 90 days that they are 
18 asked to do today. You cannot b& down and train a battalion 

19 in that zone. YOU must have an area for artillery maneuver, for 
20 the Howitzer. You must have an engineering coalition and 
21 complex. You must have land for the USAR schools, the NCO 
22 Academy, and the RTS-~ed facilities. This all would take 
23 approximately 68,700 acres if you are to conduct these types of 

24 training required by Title XI.  
25 Also, Title XI requires a regional training brigade 
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1 to provide maneuveflanes training areas for establishment of 
2 infantry, mec, aviation, field artillery, combat engineer 
3 lanes. These can all be overlaid in areas at Fort Chaffee. The 
4 USAR division exercise requires maneuverflanes training areas 
5 for establishment of combat service, combat services for 
6 Compliance. 
7 I realize I'm going through these quite fast, but to 
8 hit the major bullets I must do that in the time allotted. 
9 Those are the units that train at Fort Chaffee. Arkansas, 

10 Oklahoma, and Missouri run our National Guard and the 
11 International Guard. They do include the two enhanced brigades, 

12 the 45th and 39th and also the artillery brigade from Arkansas 
13 and one auxiliary 1 55 battalion in Oklahoma. 
14 Here's the current list of schedules to conduct 
15 training at Fort Chaffee from the USAR, the ones you see there 
16 are a total of 171 0 people. That does not include the soldiers 
17 that are trained in the RTS-~ed. We have a razorback range 
18 located at Fort Chaffee, which is the 188th tactical fighter 
19 squadron unit from the Arkansas National Guard. It is also used 
20 by the Oklahoma and Texas International Guard, Louisiana and 

21 Texas Air Force Reserve, U. S. Army - U. S. Air Force in New 
22 Mexico, the Navy and Marines from Texas and South Carolina. 

23 Last year there were over 7,000 sorties flown training in 
24 bombing deployment at this location at a cost of $1 85 per 
25 sortie. That makes the area extremely important if you go up to 
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1 30,000 feet above Fort Chaffct. Other bombing training ranges 
2 are not -- do not provide that altitude for them to train in. 
3 The next slide shows the area required for use of the 
4 razorback range. You can see the two circles. We're in the 

10 Polk. ~t-that  time any uses had been suspended; they were 
11 training at another post. Then in '95 land became available, 
12 training time became available, and once again they started 
13 using Chaffee. The '96 figures do not include the 39th infantry 
14 brigade. They will be going to Fort Polk, Louisiana for their 
15 RTC training in FY '96. 

16 'Ihe Department of Army or BRAC alternative training 
17 locations that were given to me were Fort Riley, Kansas; Fort 
18 Sill, Oklahoma; and Fort Polk, Louisiana. 
19 This chart shows the distances that troops have to 
20 travel at those training locations. Fort Sill can support AT 

21 and IDT. However, it cannot support an entire infantry brigade 
22 in the nuclear area. There are also some restricted 
23 environmental policies at Fort Sill. 
24 Fort Polk cannot take either AT or IDT.  hey just do 
25 not have time or space. The second ACR from Fort Polk trains at 
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1 Fort Chaffee now because they cannot find training time at Fort 
2 Polk. They trained last year, they're training this year, and 
3 they're on schedule for '96. 
4 Fort Riley, Kansas can take the AT and IDT training. 
5 However, the distance requires ten hours of traveI time so we 
6 can only do AT training at Fort Riley. Additional cost factor 
7 for training of these out-of-state locations, AT and IDT 
8 training at Fort Sill will take, we figure, approximately 
9 $7.4 million in additional cost. At Fort Riley we can only do 

10 annual training. Because of distance it. Would take 
11 $3.5 million. 
12 And Fort Polk, as I indicated, cannot help us at 
13 all. It does not have the training, time, or facilities. 
14 Now the impact of c l o m  of Fort Chaffee would mean 
15 lost training time, which would decrease readiness because we 
16 have to spend so much of our time in travel. If we went 
17 commuter five or six, this requires conflict with employees and 
18 also increased time away from families and would result in 
19 potential issues for our union. Also, an increased safety 
20 hazard because we would have tired men and women going to and 

21 from the training areas. Atso, an immediate multimillion-dollar 

22 environmental restoration or remediation action would be 
23 required if Fort Chaffee was closed. 
24 In summary then, what we would recommend this 
25 Commission is that the post be realigned with the funding and 
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1 I do know from experience with the Arkansas National 
2 Guard that Fort Chaffee is an excellent training facility. I'm 
3 trained in infantry tactics. I'm a Red Bravo; that's Charlie 
4 quaLified and MOS qualified. The tactics I went through at Fort 
5 Chaffee proved to be an excellent facility to whae you can gain 
6 proper tramq in infantry tactics. I've had experience at 
7 Chaffee with medxmkd infantry; I was also was on the air 
8 mobile and a straight leg infantry. It's an excellent lraining 
9 facility, as I've said before, and I'd hate to see Fort Chaffee 

10 close, most especially with its past history in service to the 
11 military. I believe it still would be a great asset even though 
12 JRTC has moved to Fort Polk, where I've also lived in the past. 
13 I do know both installations real well as well as Fort Sill. 
14 The military would gain -- well, they would keep -- 
15 now I'm trying to think of the proper words h. It would be 
16 of great benefit if they did keep Chaffee because of the 
17 artillery area, it was excellent for artillery, and you also had 
18 t.k straight runs for aircraft, and just any number of things 
19 that could be u-d in that facility. 
7~ CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: okay. Thank YOU very much. 

Any further comment? Being I can see or hear none, 
=regional hearing in Dallas, Texas is hereby concluded. 
'3 
4 
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Well, thank y'all very much for your pnxmtation and 
interest in coming to Dallas and joining us, and I thank 

3 you for the data you've given us. General Robles will represent 
4 you well, I can assure you, with what he's wearing. 
5 COLONEL BOB BOYER: Thank you. 
6 MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH:  hank you. 
7 CHAIRMANMOKTOYk =- yVd vq much. And do 
8 have --just one final c d  for anyone from the State of 
9 Arkansas? Oh, you're back. 

10 MR. WCHAEL FLELDS: I'm back, sir. 
11 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: very well. In your reserve 
12 uniform? 
13 MR. MICHAEL FIELDS: No, sir. I'm still in civilian 
14 clothes. 
15 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: All right. 
16 MR. MICHAEL FIELDS: r m  Michael Fields. I'm a 
17 resident of the state of Arkansas, former member of the Arkansas 
18 National Guard Major General Thrash at one time was my 
19 confidant when I did attend ocs in Little Rock, Arkansas. What 
20 I'd like to stress is Fort Chaffee, I lived there back in 1963 
2 1 when my father was in the Army. He was a chief warrant offica 
22 in charge when they shut down the installation from being the 
2' -ular Anny. At the present time I'm in the U. S. Army Resave 

tbc 95th training division and I'm in Bossier City, with my 
in Oklahoma 
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1 find this rather quickly, but I did comment to General Robles on 
2 the things where we find errors and items in the report to 
3 BRAC we feel they're wrong as far as Chaffee's concerned, and 
4 that's just concerning the maneuver acres involved, some folks 
5 undoubtedly counted their national fomt acreage; Fort Cbaffee 
6 did not. Apparently, the installations were not using the same 
7 criteria in reporhng their f w s .  If Fort Chaffee added its 
8 forest acreage., we could add 1 million acres to Chaffa. Under 
9 the category of employment, Chaffee wasn't given credit for the 

1 2 as a major training area if you cannot conduct the kind and size 1 2 CHAIRMAN MOKTOY~. on one of your charts you made tbe 1 
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1 few other guard units and the U. S. Army Raerve units, it would 
2 cost $7.4 million a year. Right now they're running Chaffa on 
3 an operating budget that ranges between 8 and $10 million a 
4 year, very little more than it would cost to cover those 
5 additional travel costs. General Thrash has pointed out that 
6 there's another cost of $40 million that wasn't considered in 
7 moving the reserve units and the other units that are now on 
8 Chaffee to other locations. And he's referred to the 
9 environmental costs, which would be extensive. 

12 Great Lakes system. Under the category of maneuver - under the 
13 category of reserve training, Chaffee was underreported, and 
14 I've supplied the correct figures in my letter. 
15 One of the more important factors considered in the 
16 report to you -- and this is at page 48 of your report -- in 
17 evaluating the competing installation states, "The smgle-most 
18 important attribute for support of land forces is land. The 
19 value of land is measured by mechanized maneuver acres." 
20 Chaffee ranks third in that category, and really it ranks second 
21 if you exclude Fort Polk's national forest acreage. 
22 Under the Army guidance it takes 61,000 acres 
23 approximately to conduct battalion-level mechanized unit 
24 training. Only Chaffee and three other installations meet the 
25 guidance for conducting that battalion-level training on 
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1 mechanized units. I don't understand how you can be effective 

3 of mechanized maneuvers. 
4 The major reason why Chaffee rated low in the present 
5 competition is due to the age of the buildings at Chaffee. 

12 join in General Thrash's recommendation to you that you consider 
13 Chaffee for realiment and not closure. The active Army 
14 intends to leave, if it can, the regional training brigade a1 
15 Chaffee; and Chaffee's a perfect fit for it because of its 
16 central location and its trahmg of guards and reserve troops. 
17 We feel that Chaffee is an important and essential major 
18 training area to cover that region of the country, and we 
19 believe it's in the nation's best interest to retain it as a 
20 major training. Thank you very much. 
2 1 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA:  hank you very much, Colonel. 
22 (Applause). 
23 CHAIRMAN MOWOYA: I have one question for 
24 clarification. You're through with your presentations I 
25 understand? 

Page 188 
1 JUDGE HARPER: Yes. 

6 They're some 51 yavs old now, and what the computer doesn't 
7 consider is that in those years thc Army was pumping millions of 
8 dollars into Fort Chaffee while the JRTC was there. Many of 
9 those barracks and other buildings were refurbished. General 

10 Robles I understand has seen those buildings, and I'm hopeful 
1 1  that he'll report to you that they're a plus now and not a 

3 comment -- you had it up there and you mentioned I believe that 
4 if Chaffee were closed that you would have to have immediate 
5 multimillion-dollar environmental restoration or remediation 

w 

6 action would be required. Why isn't that going on now or 
7 required anyway regardless of whether you close it or not? I 
8 didn't understand that phrase. 
9 MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH: what I'm ~~fembg to, as 

10 I understand it, when military bases are closed and are turned 
1 1  over for civilian use, must be environmentally cleaned up. 

12 minus. It's also pertinent to I think to note that the type of 
13 training done at Chaffee doesn't require lavish buildings. The 
14 troops are there only a short time for that type of training, 
15 and they spend much of that time in the field and very few days 
16 in the buildings. But these are the type of factors that I'm 
17 afraid the computer printout doesn't consider in coming up with 
18 its rankings. 
19 I also wanted to point out to you that the savings 
20 nported for closing Chaffee are just not thee when you analyze 
21 the &ta that General Thrash has given you. He's pointed out 
22 that when you close Chaffee and his units had to travel, let's 

12 Those impact areas and all of the fort cannot be cleaned up. 
13 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Because of the past ordinances and 
14 SO forth? 
15 MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH: 619 and 41, yes, sir. 
16 CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: SO it's that kind of land which 
17 you're talking about, ranges. 
18 MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH: Yes, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN MOWOYA: okay. 
20 MAJOR GENERAL MEL THRASH: ~ n d  of the old 
21 buildings, if they're disturbed. If they're not disturbed, it's 
22 not a problem. 

123 say to the closest installation to Fort Sill, because they can 123 CHAIRMAN M O ~ O Y ~  *hat clears it up for m what you I 
24 get the training time there, which is doubtful, but just for the 
25 weekend drill and annual training for the Arkansas Guard and a 

C 

24 were speaking to. I have no further questions. Any questions 
25 from my colleagues on this side? This side? 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

03NISSICNER C3KlZA: Gcod a f t m ,  ladies and 

gentlemen and w l m r r  to this q i d  kmkg f o r  the 

Eefense Base Closure a d  R e d l i g m m t  C a r m i s s i m .  My m is 

Al C o r n e l l a  a d  I am me o f  eight carmissiaers chaqed w i t h  

the task of evaluating the rroamendatims o f  the S e c r e t a r y  

of Def- regarding tbe clcsure and realigment o f  military 

i n s t a l l a t i c n s  in the Wtd States. With u s  here t o d a y  also 

is my mlleague, Cbmissimer Rebecca ax ,  o f  Neyort Beach, 

C a l i f o r n i a .  

F i r s t ,  let m thank all the m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l i a n  

perscnnel w i n  have assisted us 90 c a p a b l y  &ring our v i s i t  

here. We spent this now 1- at  F t .  G r e e l y  and asked 

q u e s t i o n s  that wi l l  h e l p  us make our d e c i s i o n .  'he 

cqx?ratian w receivd has been w e r r p l a r y  and tbk you 

very much. 

'he min plrp3se o f  the base visit w ozducted 

here -- it is me o f  54 base v i s i t s  the amnissiaers are 

m!&q - -  is to a l l o w  us to  see the installatim f i r s t h a n d  

and to a&kess the m i l i t a r y  p x s a m e l ,  the al l -Wrtant  

ques t icm o f  the m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  o f  the base. 

In a d d i t i o n  t o  the base v i s i t s ,  the Cbmissim is 

ozducting a total o f  11 r e g i c n a l  hearings o f  which t o d a y ' s  

is the e i g h t h .  

'RE main pu~ose o f  the r q i d  k a i r q  is to g i v e  
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m2n33ers of the ammmities affected by these clofllres a 

chance to express their views. We -icier this interactim 

withtheamnmitytobeaneof  themtinportantand 

valuable parts of cur review of the Secretary's 

reoorm2ndatit-n~. 

Let m assure you that a l l  of our cnnnissimem and 

staff are well aware of the huge inplicaticns of base 

closure on local &ties. We are cnnnitted to 

in this process and we are cmmitted to fairness. All the 

mterial we gather, a l l  the in fomt im we get f m  the 

LEpximmt of t k  Defense, a l l  of our -ce is cpen 

to the public. 

We arr faced with an unpleasant and painN task 

which we intend to carry cwt as sensitively as we can. 

Again, the kind of assistance we receive here is q m t l y  

apreciated. 

W ,  let iw t e l l  hCZll w w i l l  pIOceed here today 

a d  at  a l l  our r e g i d  karbgs. Ccmnissim has 

assigned a block of tim to each state affected by the base 

cl- list. The overall amxmt of tire was determined by 

the nm&r of installaticms m the list and the amunt of 

job lass. 

Alaska has been given 50 minutes to W e  i t s  

pmsmtaticn. We mtified the apprqxiate elected officials 

of this p- and lef t  it up to  than, mxkixq with the 

7 

W i l l  there be anyme else gi- testirmry this 

mmirq - -  or this af terrrx~~? 

EZS. FAFLXR: i'b. 

CXIWISSICNER CWlWXA: W d  you please rise and I 

w i l l  mear you in. 

(?he panel was duly m m . )  

CPMISSICNER CJXNEUA: The f i rs t  p3rticm of the 

hearing, GoverrrJr Knanrles w i l l  have s e ~ n  minutes. 

czlvemor. 

KKWlES: Cannissicner Coxand 

Omnissicmer Comlla, my m is Tary Knmles and I 

agpxwiate the p r t u n i t y  that you bave given m as the 

mermr of Alaska to address you oon- the prqosed 

d i g r m e n t  of Ft. Greely. 

I wt d t  d d  be the mt effective testimny 

I might ke  able to give - -  and that was b e f o ~  I bad the 

g~or tun i ty  to see, a s  you did, the k w X w  and sincere 

a d  effective signs a l l  the way the drive f m  the base to 

this d t y  and I could just merely sutrnit th3se as 

prbp the rmst persuasive testirrcny. 

And, in that, I d d  say that had you mt  ume 

here, you d d  not have had the q p r t d t y  to see and 

w i e n c e  that went. And, for that, I am deeply grateful 

m behalf of the citizens of Alaska for your pn?sence kre  

am3 I do q r e c i a t e  i t .  
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locdl amnnmities, to determine how to f i l l  this blodc of 

t k .  

At the end of the presentatim, w have set aside a 

mid of 50 minutes -- sc- m -- 30 minutes for  p b l i c  

m t  at  which tire rmkers of the plblic rmy speak. 

We have p b d e d  a sign-up sheet for this p r t i c m  of 

the hearing and kpe that anycne wk, w i s h e s  to speak has 

already siZpled up. We d d  ask those of you spaking at  

that t i m  to limit ycurself to t m  minutes. We will keep 

t h e t i m a n d l e t p b w h e n y a x t i r e i s u p .  If p a r e  

m t  able to present werjthing you wish to in that t m  

minutes, we w i l l  take arythiq else yau have in written 

fonn. you give us, we  w i l l  make part of the 

mrd . 

Let ne also say that the base closure l a w  has been 

a n a d d  since 1993 to require that anycne giving testirrcny 

before the Umnissicn do so & oath and, so, I w i l l  be 

.%Faring in the panel, the w i t ~ s s e s  and mt will include 

individals that speak in the plblic porticn of the m. 
With that. I believe we are xx%dy to begin. 

With us taby an tbe f i r s t  panel, we haw Govenar 

Tcny Krrwles, State -tor Georgi- Lincoln, State 

Repsmtative Gene K u b h ,  Cleeta Barger, the president of 

the Delta/Greely Cnnnmity Coalition and Ray m f ,  

vice president of the Delta/Q-eely CarmsLity Coalitim. 

I t  is my belief a d  it is the plr~ose of my 

testinmy that the Qnmissim has a solid basis to find that 

the n-_partrrpnt of Defense substantially deviated f m  the 

criteria me through f a x  in the military base c lcs iq  and 

realigrrrent decisicns' prmess. 

'Ik substantial deviaticm f m  the olst and mqa .c r  
inplicatians and t k  others w i l l  be discvssed later i n  

detail by the Delta/Gmdy CarmsLity Coalition. ?hat 

coalitim is highly qualified for b t h  the civilian and 

military exprience to provide accurate in fomt im an this 

subject and I respectNly urge you to carefully onsider 

its presentatim 

In additim, I d d  ask that the O-mnissicn 

mmsider the unique mle that Alaska plays in pmxxships 

with Pmerica's military so that it can pmvide a clear and 

oanvincing basis for continuiq a fully hnctianal arctic, 

geqcaphically strategic ard totally integrated tramiq 

center a t  Ft. Cireely. ?hat is the essence of the military 

value that I ask you to mmsider. 

Three specific c a t q r i e s  of this uniqxnes  are; 

me, location. Clc6e p&ty between all Alaska Amy and 

Air Force Bases, which 1 mckntam3 is necessary for joint 

military t r a i n i q  efforts, is critical. ?his is vital to 

maintain a quickly deployable military force f m  Alaska to 

the Pacific military theater. 
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Alaska's proximity to  the polar mute is unique and 

it is crit ical  to the deploynmt of U.S. Amxi F o m  to 

Eurcpe, Asia and areas cwered by px CFNIaPl Headquarters, 

Ft. Q-eely's active support of active military units. 

Seccarily, the uniqueness of tk land use. 

Ft. Greely has 662,000 acres of trainkg lands and the 

abili ty uniquely to d c t  360-degree arc live f i re  for a l l  

m t i d  hwgm systars m t l y  in the U.S. inventory. 

And, mmker three, Ft. Grely's unique abili ty to 

provide cold tenpzxature test- capability. If you donlt 

believe how cold it is here, just ask anyme k. With the 

instability of m t r i e s  in the wrld  with mld climate 

mprlitions such as Russia, China, Mrth Korea, the 

rraligment of Ft. m l y  might mpse the Departrrent of 

Defense to  diminished effectiveness of this unique trainiq 

asset. 

A seardary issue of realignrent is safety. If 

r e a l i g m t  ekes occur, it that there w i l l  be the 

need to SAFARI, i f  p will, trcqs back and forth bet- 

other bases i n  Alilaska and Ft. m l y .  ?his does create m t  

d y  efficiency and effectiveness, but a safety cc~lcem. 

I've spoken t o  you as gwerrar, but it d d  be 

ranis5 i f  I did not also speak to ycu as a veteran and a 

l q - t i m ?  Alaskan wfo has seen the rmtual benefits of a 

continued partnership. 
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having one of the 54 base visits .  I b that this is a 

1 9  t r i p  for ycu both, but I e r e c i a t e  very rmch cn W f  

of the m t i e s  a d  the families inwlved for you to take 

the t i m  to l isten and to hear out what the f o h  here have 

to say. 

I'm mt wing t o  into a lo t  of the detail because 

I think that you're going t o  be hearing h t  £ran the 

residents here i n  Celta and those that are up a t  the head 

table. 

What I am going t o  say and I think it shall - -  it 

mt be said over and over ad over again a d  that is that 

the Anriy significantly udextatej. the costs associated with 

the prop3sed rea_licptmt a d  restationing of oqanizatims 

and p r s m m l  a t  Wainwright. ?hat mt be the key thae; 

that if  we are lcd4.q a t  the true casts -- and as Goverrmr 

K ~ ~ l e s  p in t ed  out, also the safety with Wainwright being a 

k n k d n d  and ten miles away - - that has t o  be a mjor  

m i d e r a t i c n .  I s ,  what is the cast savings then if  we m 

talkiq atcxlt a distance delivery. 

We also have to, as when I raised my right hand to 

the tw of p as the ommissioners to say I shall t e l l  the 

wble truth, it Sall k the truth, the h l e  truth and 

now but t k  truth. I ,  t m ,  believe that v k n  you sit 

dcwn and lo& a t  ycur facts ad px infomtion, that it 

shall be the truth, the h l e  truth and nothin3. but the 
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T k  m m l e  of our military is deeply affected by the 

wrt of armmit ies  ad Alaskans have always received tk 

higkst  mrks in this category. Just ask the tkusamb of 

p r s m w l  w b  request continued service in Alaska, t o  be 

returned to  Alaska, for tkse wb re t i re  in Alaska. 

Arrerica's military missim has a great success in 

Alaska. The Carmission has !5-~ p r t u n i t y  to amtinue that 

result by cmtinuirq the d i n a t i c n s  of factors that make 

it ~ i b l e .  A vital a-~t of that amtinuation is a 

fully h c t i c n i n g  Ft . Qeely. ?hank you, very mcch. 

(Eyrplause. ) 

COWISSICNU7 aSlELU4: 'Ihank ycu. Senator Lincoln. 

LWCOIN: I hcpe g e t t i q  up here isn ' t  go- 

to be munted as n y  three minutes. My - is Senator 

Georgianna Linmln and I represent tbe cumunities of 

Ft . Greely and Celta. 

I ,  tca, w d d  like to say t b t  I probably dn't need 

to say to  the mrmissicners here bffause as we caw 

in, we went thmqh the children out tkre holding up these 

signs that truly says it a l l .  And as I st- and asked 

them what they - doing there, I think abmt 95 percent 

!mew exactly why th?y !+??re there and hay it affects their 

lives. 

I ,  too, want to express my &xp q r e c i a t i c n  for 

Carmissimers Ccoc and Omnissicner -ella for mning and 
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m t h .  And I b ' t  believe that what you have before ycu, 

a t  no fault of your am, but what you have before you is not 

the truth. I t  is rot the h l e  truth and it is m t  all of 

the infomticn.  

W e  rmst have provided t o  you and you nust have in 

order to make your decisians, reliable accurate facts. Just 

as a trial, that tefore you m?ke a decision, ycu ham to ke 

assured that all of ycur facts are accurate and reliable and 

you nust hear that &fore a dff is im is rerdered. 

And I vadd just w t  that f m  the cewt for 

whatever rea%n.s. whether  thy were political, whether it 

was  just in -r, ycur Ccmnissicm was not provided with the 

wfole truth ad, kpefully, after tcday, with the testirrny 

that you're go- to hear here, ycu will leave here with 

doubt in your mind ahxlt how the p i n t  system, t-ow the cnsts 

inwlved, t-ow the safety, im~ you ever got the infomation 

that you did. 

And I again want to a r e c i a t e  the b t h  of you for 

amirg and especially for the pxxmr for takkg preciaus 

t i m  when for all of ycu here, Alaskans b, we're in final 

stages of the w e t  and having our -rat- m e t  and I 

b that there i s  rmch that mds t o  be b e  on the capitol 

and I q r e c i a t e  very mch, Gxzcwr, ycu tw t k  t i m e  t o  

m and s k  vith the &ssianers. 'Ibnk you. 

(mlause .  ) 

MIXNI0IT SW COURT FZKRDlG 907-452-6727 
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03MISSICNER 03RNELLA: Thank you, Senator. 

Representative Kllbina. 

KUBGVA: Camissicws, I also wmld 

like to thank y a  very mch for amiq t o  Delta today. I ' m  

State Representative GE Kubina and I represent HxLse 

District 35, which includes all of the Delta/Ft. Q-eely 

area. 

Ft .  Q-eely is an extxwwly unique military 

installaticn with high military value and mst be retained 

because it i s  me of cnly tm places in the united States 

wkere we can e c t  joint Arrriy/Ai.r Force clcse air W r t  

exercises. 

In the las t  BRAC nxnrrl, Ft. W l y  ranked third 

arrrng i t s  i n  the training category, but factual and 

analytical ermrs in the Axmy's analysis caused R. m l y  

to be incorrectly recmw&& for reali-t. 

A l l  of our m i l i t a q  installaticns and military 

p n a m e l  in Alaska are inportant t o  us, but mly  Ft. m l y  

pra ides  a a-of-a-kind testing capability which carmot be 

replicated ror q x a t e d  a t  any location other than 

Fr. Gecly. 

Retention of F t .  Qwly is iqmrtant t o  a l l  a s s i p  

and our pa?rmr's p n s a c e   he^ t h y  this 

p i n t ,  but it is also inpr tant  to the military and t o  the 

BRAC Chmissicn, becaw Ft. m l y ,  its soldiers, civilian 
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sumdry of infomticm ccnpiled by the Cmliticn and 

mtduled in your packet. Ray. 

(Applause. ) 

MR. WXXUFF: Ccmnissicmer b m e l l a ,  

Camissimer Cox, you have in f m t  of you a folder. ?his 

is aur presentaticn to  you and mtains the infomticn I 

w i l l  allude to  today or  give p t&y. 

R. Cseely was established in  1942 as a lend lease 

transfer p i n t  for aircraft  be* ferried to  the 

M e t  Wcn. Attachnmt 1 in your kc& is a nap mt shms 

vhere Ft .  W l y ,  F t .  Wainwright and Ft. Richmkm are in 

the s ta te  of Alaska. 

'Ihe k l t a  Cummity grew w arolnd this base and 

added -rt t o  the military mission. LDcal businesses 

were established to  provide needed services t o  this 

pqmlaticm. ?he ci ty  of Delta Juncticm B in-rated in 

1960 as a seccrd class c i ty  under the s ta te  laws. ?he Elta 

Ommmity m z e s  and q m i a t e s  Ft. C;reely and has 

always ken a good neiqhtwr. 

'RE facts p-ted today m all the installaticns 

w i l l  characterize size, sage, value, inpacts on military 

readiness, civilian en-dmnt and mrplaints a d  factors 

which have tbe p t e n t i a l  to create a plblic relaticns 

disaster for the A n q ~ .  Any mrpariscns with any other base 

in Alaska are for the eqzss plrpose of presenting 

14 

erployees and the anmmity a t  Blta Junction which helped 

suppsrt i t ,  are unique in their  skills and dedicaticn to  

the training and test- mission there. 

I uzge p to  carefully r w i e w  the analytical data 

whichthecrxmmitywillpresenttoycutodayandreviewthe 

accuracy of the mterial which the Ccmissicn n u t  evaluate 

when det* the future of Ft. m l y ,  the h of the 

~ e d p r o f e s s i m a l .  'Ihank y u ~  veryrmch for caning. 

(Applause. ) 

a3vMISSICNER CIXNFmA: 'Ihank you. Cleeta Barger. 

E. -: ?hank ycu, Cornella am3 

%el- to you a d  %. Om, Gmemx Knarrles, 

Senator Lincoln, Representative K u b b  and other 

disthjuishd guests. W yxl t o  wr M t y  ard 

thank y w  for mning. 

Gavernor Kncwles has recognized the D?lta/Greely 

camunity W i t i o n  as the -ti= kxiy for (~11. 

m t y .  'Ihe Cbaliticn is corprised of indivichls £ran 

the Celta City Ccmcil, t h  Celta Omkr of C h m m e ,  the 

Delta/Gn~ly Schcol District, the Celtana m t y  

brprat icm and the Farm Eaeau, Celta Cbpter. k wish to 

express cxlr gratitude and appreciaticn for the q p r t u n i t y  

to present the infonmticn colpiled by the Coaliticn for 

ymr cawideration. 

Ray W3odruff w i l l  r x x  present to ycu the scecutive 
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Ft. Q-eely's capabilities d y .  

k w i l l a l s o ~ t h e r m r s i n d a t a w h i c h l e d t o  

t k  decisicn t o  place Ft. Greely on the BWU3 l i s t .  All of 

the a h  i t em w i l l  shaJ that Ft. Ckely is the only place 

to  acmrplish a testing and trainiq missicm currently kirg 

achieved there. 

Amq~ saurces s ta te  there are 1.5 millirm a- of 

mnewer area in Alaska. Ilrwwer, rmch of this area is rot 

accessible for a great part of the year. Attadmnt 2 shavs 

that of Ft. Wainwright's nearly 876,000 acres, aFprmcimately 

636,000 acres cannot be utilized because the Tanarm River 

blocks access to that area for t a r  nrnths of the year. 

Ft. R i c b d s m  has mly  67,000 acres and since the 

Eagle R ~ M T  Flats were clcsed, it's limited t o  mall m 

training and- fir ing. Neither R.  Richardscn rrsr 

Ft. Wainwright can accolplish large-scale live f i r e  

w. 

Ft. Q-eely, m the other W, is lcrated cn the 

edge of the f i r t h  &wrican b l d  Tr iaqle  wfiere the coldest 

terperatures cm the m t i n e n t  have been reoorded and is the 

mly facil i ty which can acoomrdate l ive f i re ,  large-scale 

g m m 3  and a i r  rnanewers with its clcsed air space fxun the 

surface t o  a hadred thrusand feet and the availability of 

670,000 acres of land which are accessible year rmnd. 

Attachnent 4 shews an added perspective cm the size 
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of Ft. m l y .  Ft. Greely is atcut me-half the size of the 

state of New Jersqr. Given the size of the area, Air Force 

el-ts are able to  m t i n e l y  acmrplish l ive fire,  

air-to-air cmht training m Ft. Greely's varied terrain. 

of the typ~s of the terrain. variable terrain, is 

in Attachmt 5. 

In the training base ccnpariscns f m  1993 to 1995, 

significant charqes were  rrade which !ere i n  the 

areas of n=sene mrpnent sqprt, buildable acres and 

m m m e z  acres, as el1 as mchnized mnewer acres. ?his 

d d  have significantly lrrproved Ft. Greely's ranking in 

this area. 

'lb of Ft. m l y ' s  inpact areas, the k l t a  C'reek 

and tklta River, are used for year-nxnxl liw f i r e  exercises 

with no risk of forest f i re .  ?he Yukcn Maneuver Area a t  

Ft. w a i m v r i g h t ~ t t x u s e d i n t h e ~ w i t h a u t  

significant danger of forest f ires,  even thaqh they c ~ y  tx 

surrmnded by f i r e  breaks. For the Anny, this is a plhlic 

relations disaster waiting to  hapm.  

In additim, there have been many media articles 

anplaining of noise, air space utilizaticn and 

e r n r i m t a l  mtamimt im cn both Ft . Wainwright and 

FY. Richmkn .  Cbplaints of this sort are rare fxun tk 

Ft. m y  mmunity as the locdl m a c e  uxkxxtards the 

need for tmhiq ,  test- and W r t  of the Amiy. 
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%e to the earth's curvature, the m t e s  f m  here 

to the Far E3st are shorter than f m t h e w e s t  coast. 

In actuality, the capability t o  m e t  ~ n r y  shrrt respcase 

mtirqency can be acompliskl  as easily f m  FY. Greely as 

frun Ft . Wainwright. 

The military value of Ft. m l y  m t  be 

overestimated in today's wrld .  Allen Army Airfield is C-5 

r m l e  when the so i l  is frozen. C-141's and C-130's, as 

~ 1 1  as other major aircraft ,  also regularly use this air 

field.  'Ik m q e s  have the highest u% and nnst value of 

any p t  in Alaska. Re fact tbat the rarges have been used 

for werything f m  l ive  air-to-air  w q n ~ ~  firings to a 

large scale joint -/Air Force live f i r e  exercises 

reinfo- the inportance of Ft. Q-eely. 

Ft. m l y  is cne of cmly t m  -bases, the other 

k i n g  Ft. m, Pcpe Air Force Base mrplex, where clase 

air wrt w t i o n s  can be held. Previous studies and 

have stated w i b t  scceptim that Ft. Gmely is of 

incalculable value to  the military. 

~n 1990, a staticning st* was dcne by the 

Ft. Richardsan Director of Resource Kmdg-t Office which 

indicated a desire to  statian an ar t i l lery  battalion and a 

m i n t a c e  unit a t  Ft. Q-eely. Altha&, we've been unable 

to  abtain a of this c b x i m t ,  the p r q w d  s t a t i m i q  

as pt forth a t  that t i e  d d  be wen r r o ~  feasible m 
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According to range regulatic~ls and historical use, 

the i n f m t i m  presented in Attachmts 6, 7 and 8 p- 

that neither Ft . Wainwright nor Ft. Richardscn are capable 

of meting either the A m y s  range safety nqi la t icos  or 

their own, because they lack the terrain t o  keep fired 

minitions and lasers within the ccnfines of the inpact areas 

cn t h e p s t .  ?his is m t  true of Ft. Qeelywhichhas the 

capacity to ananro3ate f i r i rqs  at t o  50,000 mte r s  in 

a d i t i m  to  extetlsive d i l i t y  mmemem - -  h i l i t y  trails 

and other terrain which can be used t o  adequately mrmmm 

ard train as we11 as tes t  new quiprpnt in a cold regicns 

e n v i m t  . 

Because of t k  locatian, existixq lines of 

anm.micatian, available facil i t ies,  contingmcy respnse 

and &ilizatim f m  Ft. Q-eely can be dcne as easily as 

f m  Ft . Richardscn or  R. Wainwright. Allen Amy Airfield 

has rqeatedly been used as a nmshalling s i t e  for tnxp 

deployents. WE than 100 units have been deployed to and 

fm Ft.  Q-eely to  include air l a r d n p  by C-5A. 

?he distance f m  Ft. m l y  to the ice-free, 

deep-water prt in Valdez is cmly 265 miles. Both 

Ft . Greely and Ft . w i g h t  are 365 miles f m  Ancbrage. 

T k  distances f m  Ft. Greely and Ft. Wainwright t o  

Frankfurt. Chmmy and Tdcyo. Jam,  are agpmimtely  the 

same as t k  dis tane  fmn here t o  Angel-. 

20 

than tben. 'Ibis is especially true when arnsidering the 

inability to  f i r e  ar t i l le ry  ammitian a t  Ft. Wainwright -- 

or Ft. Richardscn -- excuse m. We've also k e n  told the 

Air Force had plans for F t .  Ricbardscn in the form of a 

p q n s d  IEW runway expmsim u t i l i z w  a p r t i a n  of that 

P t .  
An issue not in the COBRA or 0th~- available 

infomticn is the Air Force training, finding and other 

requimts  for use of Ft. Greely. I t  is our opinim that 

a l l  costs, b t h  Army and A i r  Force, w i l l  increase. 

Ft. Wainwright and Ft. Ricbardscn have ep r i enced  

encroacmPnt to the very edge of the irrpact areas and the 

p t  bxndaries with the accarpanying increase i n  plblic 

Elations prcblers. ?hese problerrs enampass issues f m  

plblic carplaints of noise, t raf f ic  and envimrrrtsltal 

-lens to actual trespass m live irrpact areas during 

firings. Ccrrplaints frun tk plhlic may or may mt be 

f&, ht they do mcur. With t k  expanling pclxilatim 

of Fairfclanks and Ancbrage, this ccrdit im can oily 

deteriorate. 

Civilian aviator anplaints rrgarding planned w e  

of areas have cawd -es in training plans a t  both 

Ft. R i c b d s n  a d  Ft. Wainwright, a s i tuat im tb t  has m t  

w e d  a t  Ft. e l y .  m e  control activit ies can 

alleviate oily a f w  of 'these problems. Range cont1~1 
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sqervisicn cmmt be accorplished from lcng distance, 

lmewr. Ard the cwrmt plan calls for w e  cantrol to be 

b e  f ran Ft . Wainwright. 

I subnit, having been responsible for this activity 

for t m  years, that this situatim w i l l  cause unsafe 

carliticns and pssible  injury. ?his w i l l  lead to  saw of 

the same prcblars a s  prwiausly experienced wkn  

insu£ficient range ccntrol was exercised. 

m d y  reascpl that range mtml  was tramferred 

to  the 61H I D  was because of insufficient perscnnel at CXrC 

to perfom a l l  actians rqu imd to preclude misw of 

rang=. 

lb? crrurrrnce of m c p r i a t e  incidents by 

persannel of the 61H I D  incluje fir- of mYtars and 

artillery at  mxse and buffalo, firing into areas which - 
m t  valid inpact areas, destructicm of wetlanls, dmqe to 

facilities and clearing and us- lands m t  a part of tke 

rservaticn. 

'Ihe an- is that these incidents w i l l  m t  cnly 

occur again, but be W f i e d  with the inadequate range 

m t m l  planned mder the realigmmt. 

Ft. Greely bas t m  primary missim which have a 

siqificant irrpact cn tbe readiness of the U.S.  Amy, toth 

of which are yea-ranrl -ts. meSe missim are 

test- of quipmt in a cold regicns e n v i m t  an3 
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devel- and retained or where that develcped expertise is 

reinforced by daily m t a c t  with the d t i c n s  of testing. 

I t ' s  a fact that w i s e  has already been l w t  as 

a result of &#mizing b t h  CF3A and NWrC and it hculd be 

further re&& by m m i q  these organizatians to 

Ft. Whdright. As a p i n t  of fact, elarents of WIT ken? 

m w d  to Ft .  Wainwright for tw years a d  then rroved back to 

Ft. Q-eely when q e  and climtic deficiency occurred. We 

pqxsez l  rcwe makes less sense nw than it did then. 

Testing at  Ft. Wainwright d d  be limited by 

terrain, visibility, range availability, traffic, weather, 

tranqmrt an3 mny other factors. Attadments 6, 7 and 8, 

that I S k W d  y pIwic*lsly, eqmcd mre cn these 

prcblerns. The terrain is too hilly for testing of mu7y tank 

weapns or other direct and M r e c t  f i r ?  wqms. 

In addition, the safety fans of these w a p m s  as 

~ l l  as indirect f i re  we- exceed the b3mdarie.s of the 

area and since the range regulaticns allav for civilian 

usage of pr t icns of the Yukon Wnmver Area, further 

limitaticns for access to testing w i l l  occur. 

The cancept of SFAF3 operaticns f m n  F t .  Grzely 

sinply does m t  make semx. The quarters at  Ft .  Grrely w i l l  

be closed a d  d e c l d  excess while requiring constructicn 

of m e  W e r s  a t  Ft. Wainwright. lb? Amy will incur 

msts in the fonn of 'IDY pay and families w i l l  be separated 
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training soldiers and cadre in cpraticns in asld and 

m t a i r u w  envixxxwnts. 

Ft.  Greely is the Army's cnly valid saurce of 

ap-;ertise in b t h  these arras. There is mmhere else that 

the testing of equipnnt can take place to ensure that it 

will m t e  in  cold regims. The e n v i m t  @red for 

accurate testing is m t  cmsistently available elsewhere a s  

basbeenpmvenbymanyArmystudies. 

We test expertise and validity of the testing at 

E' t .  Grelyhaskenpxmnaverandaveragainwhentests 

are attarpted elsewhere. ?he extent of testing dcne a t  

Ft. m l y  can best be mcpre-hxkd with the !urml& that 

al l  the itens used by the U.S. Army i n  the Gulf W wzyx 

tested by WIT. 

Attachrent 9 shcxrS the major systens that ken? 

tested here. ?herr are rnmzms instances of a t t q  to 

test a t  o t k r  lccaticns which resulted in inadequate testing 

because the weather did not met requimrmts and in other 

atterrpts expertise was , l a m  in the test -1. 

?here are new exanplffi, as wl1 as past cnes, of pmblars of 

this nature which pnnre that tbe w i s e  and climatic 

ccnditians are not available elsehere. 

And it skuld be noted that cold chmbx testing is 

m t  a valid alternative to natural a v k m m t  test*. 

?herr has ken m other locaticn w k r e  expertise can k 
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by having to train and test a t  Ft. Greely. This w i l l  cause 

lcgistics mlerns,  delays in  testing and -tes an 

a d d i t i d  burden cn the soldiers ard civilians w h  have 

that missim to acoarplish. 

Keep in mind that tbe road fran Ft. WahIicJht to 

F t .  m l y  is 105 m i l e s  of ice, ice f q ,  shrere 

tmpent-, f m t  heaves and traffic. Eri* limitaticns 

and road limits du r i q  break-up w i l l  require amtractiq for 

mvments and w i l l  incur hi* ccsts. 

?he Aviaticn Btachnslt a t  Ft. Greely has 

derolstrated exqt icnal  expertise a s  evidenced by their 

30-year safety record. This q x r t i s e  w i l l  be lmt  because 

of t r w ,  daily cantact with the ccnditions and close 

ccardinaticm with the sufpIting organizatias cantmt be 

maintained £run 1- distance. 'Ihese pmblerns w i l l  be 

en-tered m t  mly chning the winter, but w i l l  be 

m i a c e d  year-mxd. 

Attachnent 10 skws p saw of tbe ewrrples of 

slrrmer testing that's dxre k. 'Ik MPST service, Military 

mistance to State Trccpers, is to be rmved, as well. ?his 

is the cnly deal evacuaticn in an arra larger than the 

state of West Virginia. ?he value of this service and i t s  

d c d l  aid was mktantiated when t m  tour !mses with 

severe casualties had a m i h t s  in m t e  parts of this 

area. 



DELTA J N T I C N ,  AK REGIQSU. HEARIIV: 04/24/95 

25 

Tne SAFE A l R  Feasibility Test will be meted m 

Ft. Qreely duricg August of 1995. 'Ihis test  was  previously 

k l d  in the laer 48, but was mwd to  Ft .  Greely for one 

r e a s c n a d c n e r e a s c n a l m .  1tcouldmtbedcneaqwkz-e 

else.  lhis live f i r e  tes t  could m t  be executed m any Air 

Force base or a t  Wnite Sands Missile Range bemuse of range 

amstmints or, for that fact. any other place but 

Ft. Greely. 

lhis feasibil i ty tes t  will s b  p ten t i a l  foreign 

military sales custcmers the value of w a d e d  air defense 

system against a variety of actual targets utilizing 

Natiazal Chard and M31ine C b q s '  assets t o  6enxstrate 

capabilities against fixed-wing aircraft  a t  short and wdim 

range, rotary-wiq aircraft ,  cruise missiles, wnamed 

aerial vehicles and bal l i s t ic  missiles. lhis tes t  clearly 

i l lustrates Ft. Q-eely's unique capabilities. 

These facts clearly s b  that the military va le  of 

Ft. Greely is significant. And it's me-of-a-!&xl 

capabilities sirrply s k d d  not be forfeited. 

Tne cost mrpariscns a t  AttacmPnt 11 have been 

md~. Included in AttacmPnt 11 are the anst ruct im msts;  

have been mde bet- the CT)I3RA study and figures which 

have been de~eloped by the Delta/Ft . Qreely Carrmnity 

Cmliticn; spci f ica l ly ,  mntxrs wfa have mrked with th3se 

f igms for  mny years. 
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has been mrpiled by the UVIRAK and which can also be seen 

there a t  Attadrent 12. 'Ihese all verified the c d i t i m  

figures. 

The cast of clean-up or other e n v i m t a l  

restoratian are m t  cwerrd in this disczlssicn. 'Ihe cast 

irdicates that F't. Greely is a bargain by anytdy's j-t 

a d ,  again, this fac i l i ty  sinply should not be lost .  

?here have a l m d y  been military cutbacks a t  

Ft. Qreely with Qld Regicns Test Center be- reduced by 95 

p e m t  of its military personnel ad N3rtkm M a r e  

Training Center by b t  59 percent of its perscnnel. 

The a38RA st* s ta tes  that the census area of 

Southeast Fai* is the Delta/Ft. Greely inpacted area. 

?here is tbe map a t  Attadrrpnt 13. ?his entire area is 

25,995 square miles or, as  a ccnparism, lacger than 

Rkde Island, Qrrulecticut, NRy Hanpshirr and V m t  

cwbined . 

The actual inpacted area, bever, is a 30-mile 

radius anmnd Celta Junction. ?hat's the circle. O r  2,826 

square miles which is an area d y  a b t  twice the size of 

Rkde IslaEd. 

Tne COBRA stlady also used the entire popllatim of 

the Sdltheast Fai- census area a s  the pcpllation for 

inpacted area in arriving a t  their  36.3 job loss figure. 

k m x d i q  t o  the Alaska s ta te  chqrapkr.  the 
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A -ism of m s t  s a w  ~~ICI@I the year 2001 

s b  a total  savimp f r m  the Q)BRA st* of $42,974,000. 

w, d y  $13,230,000 was included as ocnstructim 

msts .  Tne actual m t x u c t i c n  m s t  as pmvided to  

Senator St- was 48,800,000 and i f  just this figure alme 

was inserted into the Q)BRA st*, the s w h p  d d  be 

negligible. 

Wnen the figures were rwid,  sewal ermrs in 

mtk& or r a w  data - mted. With a l l  the discrepancies 

corrected, th is  ac t im vmld actually ms t  the Amy 

$5,825,000 for that saw p e r i d .  

Likewise, when the savings in the outyears is 

stulied, the missim cast of SAFARI cpra t icns  is actually 

$1,649,000; not the $1,123,000 as l isted in the CSRA study. 

?he return on this investment will take 

apprmrimately seven years. Whm all figures were mrrrcted 

and ccnpared, the @3RA study indicates that $18,976,000 be 

saved every year. T k  actual savings f r m  2002 cn, or 

thxedhmts, is $8,937,000. And it is insignificant for the 

benefit that you get f m  F't. W l y .  

?he figures and m m t i c n s  t o  the CDBRA st* 

based m the Director of Resource &mag-t s ta t i s t ica l  

data as of 30 Sept-, which mrpares the cost of all 

three Alaska bases. And there is a study, l%mhse 

Ft. -1y and nove of m ard m m s t  axprison, w + i c h  
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Celta/Ft. Greely area m a t i a n  is 3,988. ?he job ~ o s s  

figure provided by CDBRA is anbigucus. EWSEZ-, when using 

their figures, but using actual p p i k t i m ,  the job loss in 

the Celta/Ft . Greely area is 70.5 percent of the total  

~ lp loymnt .  Wemr, that the mnhxs that were 

develcped by the Cbalitim are cnrrect, that figure is 

actually 82.6 percent. 

An ar t ic le  f m  the Nxch 27, 1995 issue of the 

Alaska Jamdl of umerre is a t  Attachwnt 14. I t  states 

that Fairhnks h?s no available b i r g .  To aggravate that 

situation, there an? tw nei h ius t r i e s  winniq hsineSS 

in Fai- i n  surmr. lhis w i l l  add t o  the already 

a ~ l ~  burden on t k  h i n g  market. And this plan 

d d  add CQA, tWI?2 and the Aviatim Detackmt to  that 

pmblen. 

In samay, the Coaliticn d d  offer the follcying 

p i n t s  of c lar i f ica t im.  'Ihe t m k i q  and testing missians 

accorpliskd wi-t interruptim for the past 46 years a t  

Ft. Greely canrot be &me elsewhere, either in the 1- 48 

or i n  Alaska, with equal efficiency when the ingredients of 

ccst, clirrate, terrain, m t e n e s s ,  m l e  w i s e  and 

plblic acceptance are ansidered. 

In, Ca, and h c e  the BRAC Omnissim, have been 

given e n m e a s  i n f o m t i m  ccnceming the true capability 

and l i r n i t a t im  of Ft . Richardscn and Ft . Wainwright w r s x x  
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Ft. Q-eely. 

Chlly Ft .  Greely has a real live f i r e  joint U.S. 

Air F0rcefl.S. A m y  use  capability. 'Ibis reali-t actim 

is short-sighted with l i t t l e  or w future visim. W are 

an-ed not mly for the vi ta l i ty  of the r e l t a / m l y  area 

but also the military presence in  Alaska the to the future 

imbi l i ty  to  effectively serve the military's age& and 

missim . 

As has been d e n t r a t e d  with facts and figures, the 

Army's needs for Ft. Greely as a testing a d  training s i t e  

is cr i t ica l .  ?here will be w ccst swings shaild 

Ft. Greely be realiqned and Ft. Greely is a bargain by 

anybody's j-t. 'Ik e n v i m t a l  C Q I ~  haw 

scarcely been ackkwsd. ?he Delta/Q-eely onmmity in its 

e n t h t y  w i l l  be gri-ly a i ~ p l e d  shaild this alicpwnt 

OCN. 

Based m this infomatian, the follcwiq requests 

are prwided to the BRAC Carmissim for ccnsideratim. 

Cne, remve Ft. Greely frcm the list and, i f  

pxsible,  p m t  future drabckm withmt m. 
M, if  the decisim is made t o  keep Ft. m l y  m 

the BRAC l i s t ,  establish a slow track to give aur curmmity 

t i m  to  develcp an eca7cmic recovery plan. 

Three, i f  the B W  Carmissim's final decisim is to 

realign F't. Q-eely, ve xquest the Ccmnissim pmvide for 
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t r a i n i q .  

The mter ia l  prwes without a doubt the fallacy of 

the claim of d c  savings within tbe official BRPC 

criteria.  Qxcifically, the savirgs predicted by CDBRA will 

take seven years rather thm the required five. 

'Ihe pxer projects for deployrent, quality test  and 
. . trauung results ard Alaska missim accomojatians, alane, 

daroastrates a value well bqrod the cvrrent and projected 

ast . 

The local irrpact data pzwided, eaornic as ve11 as 

social, dams t ra t e  a rmch higher ccst thvl data £ran UXRA. 

For exanple, 48 percent of the students m t l y  enrolled 

in sdml w i l l  be gcne frcm our ocmnslity. Fifty-tw 

percent of the professicnal ad -rt staff erployed a t  

our s h l  district  w i l l  ke thrust into the ranks of the 

unarployed. 'Ik regicnal ard state brain drain will be 

disastnus.  

In clcsirg, Cmmissicners Cornella and O x ,  I leave 

you with one crit ical  issue. Please direct your staff to 

scrutinize very clasely the 1995 'IpBS rep3rt and the 1993 

?aBS V r t  as yxl carpare the t m .  Ask yourself hw 

Ft. Greely muld pxsibly  have lost a minimm of a hdrd 

and eighty-five p i n t s  in such a short p e r i d  of time. 

The category of mneuver versus tmmuq , , base is 

q u e s t i d l e  because of the extensive testing and m n m  
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the greatest arrw.mt of joint u t i l iza t im of Ft. m l y  by 

the Delta/Cseely M t y  Codlitim, for m c  reowery. 

I want t o  tkmk yau for this q p r t u n i t y  to  present 

cur case and nay Cleeta Barger, President of the 

blta/Q-eely camunity Coalitim, w i l l  present aur closing 

stat-t . 
(Wlause. ) 

MS. FREER: Boy, that's c & q  t o  be a h a d  act t o  

follow. 

Ccmnissimer Cornella, anmissioner Chx, a s  

president of t k  Delta/Greely Ummmity Balit icn,  I d d  

like to  eqmzss cur heartfelt appreciatim for the polscnal 

mrmi~rent you each have made t o  the mission of the ERX 

Crmnittee. 

In clasirg, I leave y a ~  with t k  f o l l o A q  m t s .  

Cur executive surmary has provided ycu with verifiable 

evi&nce of the h i g h ~ ~ t  w i b l e  qudlity of historical data, 

test* and achievmmt. It provides verifiable 

ckmwntatim pmvirg tbe lack of credibility of the data 

developed for yan mnslrrptim. 

Ihe currrnt mxmmdat im lacks any future visim 

for the military pmsence in  Alaska and to maintain our 

naticnal military p t u r e .  Cur mil i t ay  forces face 

potential d l i c t s  in Korea, Ecmia, Nsrth Ibqe, as well 

a s  other areas and w e  are p m i q  to  sacrifice that 
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a t  Ft . W l y .  I ask yau, did a a anumt of lad - 
that M been available for mechanized mwswen sinply 

di-? Did 66 m t  of the tuildable acres that were 

rated in the 1993 rqort, ht i p r e d  in the 1995 q m r t ,  

sinply vanish? 

M r .  ChaiqerSm, the i n f o m t i m  that the Cmlitim 

has p-ted to you ccnfirrrs, in our opinim, the fact that 

thm.gh realigntmt, the p q x r  uti l izaticn of t k  trainhq 

and test+ ranges will, in effect, be las t .  

Ccmnissioners, these are ht t w ~  very minor 

discrepancies that wrt cur a n t a t i m  that the 

-tim is based m unacceptable data and that, in 

arr apinim, Ft. W l y  shculd be reroved fron the 1995 BRPC 

l i s t .  

Please keep in m i x l  that mkers of cur Coalitim 

are prepared and willing to clarify mythimg presented herr 

today a t  your convenience 

?hank you for yan attentim and especially thank 

p for caning t o  cur part of the mrld. 

(Wlause. ) 

CnUM[SSICNFX UXGELU: I d d  like t o  thank the 

d i s t w s h e d  panel for their  presentaticms ad I d d  also 

want to assure the panel and all of the citizens here today 

that tkse issues w i l l  be addressed. W e  w i l l  check into the 

figures that have been sutmitted. We ds have the a38RA tern 
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m a n -  staff that w i l l  check all these figures andxndxm 

to rrak sx? that tky are accurate and thq w i l l  be taken 

into mnsideraticn during an- final deliberatiols. 

We are TY~W ready t o  begin a pericd set aside for 

p b l i c  cammt. O x  intent is to  t q  t o  insure that all the 

qinions on the reoormsdations of the Senetary of Defaw 

m p - d x ~ ~  this amuni ty  are heard. 

We have assigned 30 minutes for this m t .  We 

have ask& m y  wi- t o  speak to sicp up before 

the hearing began and we have asked that you limit your 

m t s  to  tw minutes and we w i l l  keep track of that t i m .  

As I indicated earlier, i f  that tim is not adequate, we 

wxdd ask any further informtion be given in written fonn. 

If  all of tbse Wh3 sipd up to  Speak d d  please 

rise and raise yarr right hands, I w i l l  acfninister the oath. 

Waild all thase wishing to  speak, please stand. 

(Ihe witnesses were duly w m . )  

CDMISSICNER CRWUA: Mary Ellen Lucas. As I call 

yaur nam, i f  you'd aploach the microphfle, please. 

K. LUaS: ?hank you, Ocrrmissicners, for rrming to 

k l t a  Juncticm and hearing cur testinrmy. I've hzen a 

residwt of Celta Junction enployed by the Cold Regicns Test 

Activity for 20 years and I can d y  reiterate what has k e n  

said ear l ier  by the Govezlr>r, Ray wcdmff and Cleeta Barger 

a b x t  the value of Ft. Greely. 
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the Bolio Lake Test Site,  ht both activities wxild relocate 

to  R.  Wainwright. 

Each facil i ty,  which yau visited this numing, will 

be retained as an essential billeting ard !xildin~ space 

necessary to am3uct required operaticpls. Each facil i ty is 

wrth in excess of s ix  million dollars. I t  has  been very 

recently constructed. I think that it is prudwt so to keep 

thme fac i l i t ies .  

Relocaticn t o  Ft .  Wainwri&t takes the W E  cadre an 

additicnal W miles frun their base of operatims a t  

Black Rapids. LikRvise, relocatian of Cold Regicns Test 

M i v i t y  to  Ft . wainwright takes us the whole lnmhd miles, 

m t  just in acldition. 

currently occvpies two hildirgs an R. Greely. 

Cold Regions Test Center currently o c q i e s  nine buildings 

and part of another. Cold regions is uderrphg the 

sicpificant &a- which w i l l  occur finally in  1998 a d  

w i l l  occupy a t  that p i n t  apprmdmtely four bui1chq.s on 

Ft .  Greely. 

?he current direction w i l l  be -- wculd lead to up to 

$12,700,000 m construction essential to -rt the heavy 

equipnent skps and tes t  W r t  areas for m. 
In acllition, it's estirrated an annual requirarpnt 

for $1,600,000 in 'IDY and travel costs w i l l  be required for 

operation f m  Ft. wainwri@t with rmch of the testing 
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We rrust ask awselves @ wfiat is in  the best 

interest of the Amy, not cnly e t i n g  its current trainiq 

needs but any future needs that it my have, the ~o ten t i a l  

hereat  Ft. Greely t o e ~ e n g r c w a n d a p a 1 ~ 3 t o e t  thase 

needs. No other base in Alaska has that ability. 

As has been said before, we have the ranges, the a i r  

space, the a i r  strips, the assault strips,  t o  amduct all 

the neceSSary activities to  provide a very capable ard 

efficient Amy. 

wain, is it pmdmt t o  shuttle our trap and 

equiprent back anJ forth f m  either Richardscn or 
Wainwright over the highways a t  an increased oost to 

t w  wfien we've c p t  that barracks space, the b h g  

here,  to keep the bxcp here, when tky can have access 

readily to all that is here a t  R. sly. 

kpin, I ask you to famrably lcdcupm Ft. Greely 

and mmme it f m  the l i s t .  'Ihank you. 

(PFplause. I 
MR. ENGER: Carmissicner Cornella, 

Carmiss im Cnx, my name is Jerold Barger. I ' m  the 

Technical Director, Cold Regions Test Prtivity, Ft. Greely. 

I wanted to  make a s t a t m t  mprdirq the 

suhdirwtives of the COD BRPC recamEndatim that Wrthem 

Warfare Training Center d d  retain the Black Rapids 

Training Site and Cold Regicns Test Activity wxild retain 
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amducted a t  Bolio lake and the rest  of Ft. m l y .  

Costs - -  

(W kll n q . 1  

VR. EWQR: I s t h a t t h e d i n g ?  ?hanks. I h a v e i t  

ready. Who Q I give it to? 

(AFplause. 

m S S I C N E R  OCYWELLA: Colcnel 'Ikm McBride. 

CDL. WEIRIIX: I'm TYmas McBride. I'm U.S. &my 

retired, £0- E tachsn t  Carrnander ard AEIsistant 

Carmardant i n  the NozI3ei-n M a r e  Tminimg Center, f o m  

Deplty Pcst ccmmxkx, f o n w  W e f  of Lqis t ics  and, 

eventually, the EXecvtive Mficer of CRTC. 

I was here when the nuclear plant began to  shut dam 

and I was herr w k n  the C-5A landed a t  Greely, m t  in the 

dead of winter, but in October and offloaded t k  )(M-1 t& 

which W? were test+. 

I t b q h t  about what has been -timed akmt 

possible daYnsizing of Ft. W l y  over the past few weeks. 

Finally, decided I had to say mthq as a military mn 

who has m t  a jab a t  Ft .  W l y  nor.a business damtam, wto 

is sinply retired. 

Ym've evaluated the military pts that are 

available in Alaska. Hau anyhxly in their right military 

m i  can suggest that Ft. Greely be the cne that be selected 

for b a s i z i n g  and foreclosure is un thinkable to  me. 
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I trust that i n  the caning days you all w i l l  leave 

no s tme,  no stme, untune3 to  find the truth and the 

actual facts in this m t t e r  and make a decisim that rrculd 

make these of us who served for aver 30 years in the U.S. 

military p r a d  of that decisicn and w i t h  the -ledge that 

it is the m e  that  w i l l  best help our camtry and the 

military. ?hank ycm. 

(@lause. 

MS. NELSX-LIZARDI: My is Jackie 

Nelson-Lizardi and I am the President of the -catid 

Sqmrt  Perscrnel Asscciaticn. We are the m-certificated 

~ l p ~ o y e e s  of the Celta/Greely S&ml District with an 

average of 10 to 15 years invested in this district  and this 

ccmnslity. ?he threat of this realicgwnt alme has already 

axst us kmm and jcke and i f  it kcmms a reality, rmst of 

us w i l l  be maplayed and uprcoted i f  we arr to survive. 

I wrote Har>mble Alan J. D k n  of your Omnissicm 

in  N x c h  requesting that ycm not make a final decisicm until 

after yx to our amuni ty  and all& us an active 

role in the prcess. I wxld like to thank you for mning 

and giving us this f a .  

Since its establishoent here in 1942, Ft. Geely has 

becare an integral and l i fe-giviq  part of this cmmmity. 

T k  tqqm@y, m of which ym experienced &ring your 

t r i p  here, especially i f  you a, mique c l h t e ,  
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the Ft. Celta/Q??zly -1 District. 'Ihank y m  for y 

t i m  . 

I uderstand the need for hms iz i rg  in the military 

and also agree with the Cepartrrrnt of Defense guidelines to 

close a p t .  I disagree with the Amy misrepreswtaticn of 

Ft. m l y  as well as the srdce screen that everyme is 

hiding behind. General N e d h m ,  Cbenmr m l e s ,  

Ted St-, our ccnpsmm and representatives, all say 

thy  knew mthirq h t  k w  this decision was made. lky 

also achavldge it wasn't a good decisicn, sa hay did this 

haFpen? 

ToQy, you heard the real facts, b t h  current ard 

historical; scrre praided by £0- carmanders of 

Ft. Q-eely. In each category, trainirq and rrsearch, mt 

savings ad local irrpact, it s-d be clear that ie do not 

rreet the cOD quicklines for realicpwnt. 

I believe this pst is mre strategically useful rmw 

than ever before. You've heard already ahmt Nsrth Korea,  

China and the £0- Soviet kim. W k r e  else in tke mrld 

ran ym f i r e  Patriot missiles, mmeumr m r  brigades, f i re  

b v y  ar t i l lery  and chenical mnziticms, mrtar, f ly  lcw, 

fast ad knb w i b t  an e n v i m t d l  and plblic relaticns 

nigh-. 

As q s e d  today, arctic research a d  field test- 

was tr ied before in F a i M .  I t  just didn't m&. We 
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dE.rrcgraphics and the unparalleled distances behem 

cammities have all played a s i w f i c a n t  role in the 

trwexhs int-cy of this military and ncn-military 

ccmnslity. Because the relatimship has existed for so l c q  

in this m e r ,  we have becae reciprocal life-sustaining 

parts of the same m. 
You bave al* heard the irpxtme of F t .  Geely 

to  the survival of Celta Junctim. Perfiaps % need to also 

-lain kw the quality of l i f e  that this anmmity offers 

the military is as rare as  a rase i n  Dxmhr. ?he values 

and strolg saw of axmmity pxmate  wery f k  of tbe 

childt-en's lives and are m t  discarded v k n  thy leave the 

security of their hes. Re quality edcaticn, the 

q p r t u n i t y  for these children to  gztx and develcp in an 

abrrsphere virtually free of fear, gaqs, violence, Qugs 

and p l lu t i cn  is mt -thing that shaild easily be cast 

aside a s  t hzqh  it had m wrth. *t d d  ycm give to 

offer such an envirxment t o  your children, t o  px 

gmmIchildren? ?he &a does not represent that such is 

the m. Far fran it are the cries of childmm ad their 

anguished families acrcss the glcke. ?his is hat 

Ft. Greely's children d d  have t o  sacrifice. 

(W be11 nq.) 

(nFplause. ) 

MR. C U K Y :  My name is J e n y  Clancy. I m& for 
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have t h e g m x d s .  AnchorageandFaidmhdomt.  

So, why is the military nau planniq to  build rrore 

b i q ,  offices and storage el- and rehire a b c h  of 

the same -1, when we already have i t ?  I think i t ' s  a 

creature canfort issue. 'Be state o m w d  sinply wants to 

live in  k t -  Anchorage a d  then drive t o  mrk here a t  

R .  GEely. 

Cne hmk& percent of Delta is inpcted. We 

already can't sell our hxses for half of our prrchase 

prices. Secvices w i l l  cnst mre. Wt of us w i l l  ke out of 

w x k  and haw to mnre cur families. 'Ihis curmni.ty, l l t t l e  

cumunity, 100 miles £ran -, hs mrked M and with 

the Amy. W ,  the Ammy feels no obligatim to  Celta. I 

P disagree. 
(-lause. ) 

MR. LLDS:  U d e r  the rules governing the BRW -- 
CQuMISSICNER a3RNELL4: Ycwr m, please? 

M R .  UTQLS: Ky name is Caniel Lucas. 

I h - d e r t h e n l l e s ~ t h e B R P C , y o u h a v e t h e  

pxw to add to, subtract £run or o M s e  d £ y  the list 

given to you by the D3D. 

In the case of R.  Geely, I d d  urge p to  

d £ y  or subtract Ft. Geely off this list. Consider a l l  

the p i n t s  of the axmmity, the c k m k e r  of Orrrmerce an3 it 

has given ycm, but also -icier this.  
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Cur ~ c i m ' s  Amy are k i n g  Qpleted to the p i n t  

w k r e  d y  the superior wqxm and highly trained 

irYlividuds w-11 be our d y  advantage. W e ' r e  grossly 

outnmkrd ir. a lo t  of wr ld  countries. W i t h  this in m i d ,  

mnsider the p ten t i a l  of Ft .  Greely to play the role in 

accolplishirg -As missicn. 

We have a unique tes t  facil i ty in existence here. 

We test  all t).lzs of systars; Amiy, Navy, Air Force, Marines 

and evw British and M a n  wqrms' systems. 'Ihere's 

also the cold m k  e n v i m t  has pro&& major 

rrcdificatim to the equipnent that was needed in any 

theater of -ti-. 'Ihis included Cesert Stom. 

For L x ,  Ft . Greely has in ex- of 630,000 

acres of land m t  fenced in by any m a t i c n  density such 

as f a d  a t  any other p t s  on the vest coast or, for that 

matter, the entire W t e d  States. 

Joint cp ra t i a s  for m t i d  Guard, Amiy and Air 

Force can easily be mctd here due to  the mtricted 

a i r  space and qmat ianal  nrbility of this area. Ihe 

assault strips have been established. e i a l  vehicles for 

transprtaticn have been tested ad accepted. All t p  of 

terrain exist. Ft. -ly has it a l l .  

I d d  ask that you d d  read the le t ter  that I 

have sent t o  t h  baSe for details m kw t o  h i l d  up this 

su&prt so that this area ! a d d  be nore advantageous to the 
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MS. EfZY: Mynam is Qrol C a q a n d  I work for 

the Cold Rqim Test Activity. CRA b e l q s  a t  Ft. h l y  

where w have the capabilities t o  cb the excellent test* 

w have dcple X I  the past and will - t h e  to cb in the 

future. 

What is the mst  effectiveness of naring CRA to 

W i g h t  w k n  w e  h m  the and tbe fac i l i t ies  

su£f icient for testing a t  Ft . Greely. Ptwkg CRA to 

Wainwright d d  diminish our t e s t i q  and increase the crst 

to Our cuStarers. 

Becaw of the rising mts for research and 

develqmnt in a decrrased defense w e t ,  CRA muld go 

away colpletely ard the Bpr tmmt  of Efense d d  be lef t  

w i h t  a reliable source of cold weather testing. 

Keep CRA a t  Ft. Greely and keep Ft .  Greely cpen. 

you. 

(AFplause . ) 

MR. OILWR: My m is Gerald Oliver. ?hank yxl 

for mning. YealiqLrq Ft. Greely is m t  gmd for the 

military ad it's m t  good for the Amy, ht it is gOOd for 

F t .  R i c h r d s n .  

There are two purp3ses for an Amy; fight a war or 

practice to fight a war. Ft. Gnzely has the ranges, q p r t  

Ml-s and housing to  train and tes t  t o  keep the Anny and 

the military f i t  ard m d y .  
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p m m e n t .  By buildinq m p  activity here, w w d d  not 

cnly infw the eamny h t  also infuse the Army. 

I d d  like to  take this tirre t o  thank ycu for 

m. 
(rn bell r u q .  ) 

M R .  LXX: I d d  l ike to t e l l  you that Alaska 

needs theAmiyandtheAmyneedsus .  'Ihankyou. 

-lause. ) 

MR. W?GER: Hello. My- is SamWager. I'm a 

career civil  senmnt. I've been t o  Guam. I've been to 

Alaska and I have to say this is cne of the rrost mique 

places I've worked ard seen the spi r i t  of a q e r a t i m .  

I have h3-e in my hand and I'm not going to read all 

these. ?his is a p t i t i m  sicpd by the residents, 

neighborn and friends here in the cumunity. 

I t  says, Ft. W l y  is the main of q1-t 

in the Delta Junctim arra and we, the mkrsigned, do not 

want  t o  see its redligrmnt, &amsizing, or  clcsure. 

F t .  Greely provides jobs for mre residents within a kwzdmd 

square mile area than any other q l o y e r .  'Re effect of 

this rduct im,  what it d d  have m Celta area is 

devastating. 'Ihis pe t i t im  is an cbjecticn to  any act im of 

realicpnmt, downsizing, or  closure of Ft. Greely, of the 

Amy p t  here. ?hank p l .  

(Applause. 
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TheAirFbrce, theNavyandtheMarinesandsare 

fo re ip  -tries have perfom& tes ts  b. General 

Dynamics C o p r a t i m  spslt tw winters testing the M-l and 

A-l tank. The Navy seals, West Faint cadets and the Alaska 

& t i d  Guard have trained here. 

At Ft. Ri-, they can't train and tky can't 

test. T h q  have rm military missian, ht thqr cb have a 

golf oamse and all the per. 

(Applause . ) 

MR. OLIVER: An ar t ic le  f m  the Alaska m t ,  

Ppril 7, 1995, which is a M y  newspaper for and abxlt 

W t e d  States Amiy Alaska. F t .  Ritzhxdsm, "as draw 

ccntinues and the military trims its forces, the n- of 

excess buildiqs inu?ases while the m t  of soldiers w b  

rake use of then decreases. fbever, in the civilian 

cmmdty,  the situaticn is quite the q p s i t e .  

A joint venture was recently p r q c s d  in which 

Ft. Richardsolandthe Ancbrage c m m m i t y d d o o n e  

tcgettrtr to help solve b t h  dil-. Thrmqh the prqosal, 

the leasing m t r a c t  is currently being developed in which 

the Amiy C c n f i n m t  Facility here w i l l  be used by the state 

in an effort to keep ease - -  t o  help ease in 

the city 's  e t e n t i m  faci l i t ies ."  

'Ihis goes a l q  w i t h  General Wdhm's  briefkg of 

January the 20, 1995, a t  Ft. C;reelyrs theater. 

MDXIC3IT SW KURT REPOHIERS 907-452-6727 
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He said that FY . Richardscn is 50 p r c m t  arpty . 

?he Air Force is rm&g into the family hau;iq. The 

Air Force is using ad rraintainiq the runway. The fire 

CkpThFmt and ccmnissary are joint Amy/Air Force 

activities. lie Alaska Naticnal Guard is taking a ~ 1 -  mny  

of the buildiqs and the J u S t i ~  &prmmt has a buildiq, 

so Jrr( is Ft. Grely an the list ard not Ft. Richdsm?  

lh nurbers to the Pentagcn care fmn Ft. Rich. 

(Em bell lung.) 

CDMISSICNER CCRWUA: If p d d  like to %hit 

the rest of ycur mtes, M r .  Oliver, be will be glad to plt 

them into the mrd. 

(+law.  ) 

MR. RNLGT: aft-. My nam is 

Mike Rawalt. I'm a retird Amy lieutenant colmel having 

spent three tcurs a t  Cold Regicns Test -- 
(Audience requested he speak lad~. )  

MR. RAWALT: I'm - -  my - is Mike Rawalt and I'm a 

retired lieut-t mlmel having s p n t  three taus in Cold 

Regicns Test Center here a t  Ft. Greely before niy retirerent 

and a r e s i h t  of Delta Jmctim. 

First, I'd like to thank p for c u n i q  today, 

all- us to present our coments ard I ' d  like to t b k  

the Carmissim for a l l  their efforts m a x  behalf. My 
m t s  w i l l  be brief. 
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wife mks an Ft. Greely. Since the a n m m m t  

F e b ~ a r y  28th, a hmhd prcmt of the mmunity has been 

inpacted in scxe way. I'm kping that a l l  the facts w i l l  k 

carefully r e v i d  as I've been assured. 

I've ran thnxqh a l l  the scenarics of wf7at might 

kccm - -  w h t  might ha&pn at  Ft. Grxely and the k l t a  

area. I t ' s  had to w i n e .  I t ' s  hard to prepare. I 

d i z e  that the military's pqmse was m t  to create jobs 

but to sene the cumtry in t ims of anf l i c t  and crisis. 

This being said, if there is still a need for a 

military force, please omsider the facts presented by t k  

Clzmmity m i t i a n .  A d  i f  it is necessary to ?amsize to 

the p i n t  of eliminatiq p t  activities, please m i d e r  in 

such a way that our area can utilize the facilities to the 

greatest extent. 

Thank you for l e t t k q  us speak. 

(AFplause . 

MR. LASSM: Hello, my- isTmLassek. Am I the 

cmly nerJaus me b? M' t arykd'y  else get n m ?  

03VMISS1m CDRNELIA: I am. 

MR. LASSM: Speakxq of the citizens, i t  is my 

urderstarading that the BRAC pvxess identifies prrperty a d  

facilities m lcnger amsidered essential for the ckf- of 

our -try to r e a l i q  h r e a u ~ a c y  the best of 

scistiq qmenmat, property, persavlel and to save rrr~ley. 
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Any d t y  go* Ulrougfi a d i g m m t  or closure 

is going to be inpacted severely. I d d  mxkr, hewr,  

h many are going thrw#~ a rraliqnent or cl- that 80 

p m t  or so of the jobs are affected because of i t .  ?hat 

wald k a qd questicn t o  ask. 

Any military force is cnly as  effective as i t s  

training, realistic t.ramiq. Take artillery battery, for 

emple.  lhey can 9 thu~$ the mtions ard say bang, ht 

until they actually go c b m  range ard mmamr and shcot, 

t h e y m ' t  be very sharp as  a fiqhtirq unit. F t .  m y  has 

that trainiq area and mre as p ' v e  heard today. 

I encauage p to take a c l a e  and a fair l a k  at  

the infomticm p ' v e  ken provided, corpare i t  to the 

£0- informatian yxl prarided. I lamw that p w i l l  

fin3 retaining Ft. Q-eely and m i b l y  in-irg the 

strength at  Ft. Qeely is the cnly chicus mclusicn that 

you my draw. ?hank y m  again for your tire. 

(Wlause . ) 

MR. SCHLICITRG: My name is Pat Schlichting. ?hank 

p for lrreting herr at  B l t a  Jmctim. With 

Kwhiqtchl, D.C. so far away and Juneau, our state capital, 

being so m t e ,  i t ' s  a l u m q  to have the process am to 

US. 

I'm interested in the BRPC process for obvious 

reasc~ls. I l iveher r inDel ta .  I w n k c n F t .  Qeely. My 
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To that end, the d i g r m e n t  of FY. Greely sircply 

does not satisfy these basic rqui-ts as I see i t .  When 

amsidering t k  state as a h l e ,  it has to say what 

installatim the Wted States Amy, Alaska and three psts, 

FY. Richardscn, F t .  Waimright and Ft. Greely. 

I t  remains my belief that the naligrment of 

Ft. Grrely is sinply a pzeplamed -tiam bxeaucratic 

substitute in s a t i s m  an mlm m3ndate. I t  sinply 

cbes not reflect the true w i l l  of the people nor cbes i t  

carply with the spirit and intent of the B W .  Why? 

I ask p sinply to  ccnsider the lcgic of the 

situatim, set aside y m r  mtes for  a nmmt and sinply 

mi& w h t  I hve to say. 

Frcm this p i n t ,  -tly 100 miles cut, r r d 4 q  a 

carplete circle ccming right back here. if eveqme w i t h i n  

that circle wted no to the reelectim of saneane that was 

irrportant, thase -1e wadd still be elected by a 

landslide. We're a rural ommmity. We Wt have 

rq,resmtatim wfierr it oxmts. We're wide spread. We 

dcpl'thaveaneccronicbdse. Wedon' tbvethewtes.  W 

b ' t  hve the rrr~ley to sperd. W don't have the msley to 

hire special interest or 1- in Washiqtcn ad 

e1swkx-e. ?qiin, ='re rural. We don't have the m. 
In 1991, Ft. Richardscn was rxmm3&d for closure 

by the E p r t m n t  of Defense. I t  was taken right off. In 
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1993, Ft. Richardscn was again reamm&d for clcsure by 

the LkpEmnt  of Ef-. Logic. Taken r i@t  off . ?his 

is 1995. FT. Greely is k i n g  redliqed, theoretically. 

Here we are. 

I sinply ask you to  a i d e r  the logic of the 

s i tuat im and see i f  it mrplies p h i l m c a l l y  with the 

intent of the EiRAC, what it means. 

(W k11 rurq.) 

MR. LPSSEK: I see no logic. 

(Ppplause. 

E. PRESTCN: I ' m  Jffilyn Prestcn. You've heard all 

the facts and figures. I d d  just like to t e l l  y m  a 

pznmal story; m e  of hdrds in this roan. 

?here have teen five gae ra t ims  of my family i n  

this tmcl. We cam here ab3ut 43 yFars ago. My Qd and my 

-ts hzwsteaded. We had m electricity, no water, 

m t  even a d. It was just a t r a i l .  Ky dad retired after 

28 years a t  R .  m l y .  I m have 21 years a t  Ft. Q-eely. 

I have a brother h i e d  in this ommdty.  I have a 

gramhnther buried in this  m t y .  

I think you also need to  lcdc a t  the cmmmity. 

I t z s n o t  going to  effect 82 percent. I t ' s m t  g~ingto 

effect 33 m t .  I t 'sgoing toeffect  ahmi rdpe rcen t .  

Be* the l ~ ~ g e r  of a recreaticnal facility, I see 

pecple every day - -  it's an q e n  pst -- that have m 
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deliberations m this m t t e r  w i l l  m t  take place until the 

las t  tm weeks of Jme and we w i l l  accept any inpt 

testimmy. Any i n f o m t i m  yrxl might arrive a t  in the 

future, w w i l l  accept that a l l  the way up until those f M  

deliberatims. 

With that, we have m ocplcluded this karhq of t k  

Defense Base Cl- and Redlicpwnt Carmissim. I want to 

thank a l l  of the witnesses -dm testified. Ycu have bruqht 

up very valuable infonratim which I assure ycu and I 

haw said that ard I assure you again, will be given careful 

colsideratim by the Ckmnissicm nmkas as  we reach our 

decisicms. 

I also want to  think all tke elected officials a d  

anmmity r m h m  w i n  have assisted us &riq our base 

vis i t s  and in preparatim for this karirq. 

Finally, I d d  like to  say tha& you to the 

citizens of the cmnunities represented h t a b y  for the 

sqprt of tke mertws of cur amkd forces for so many years 

making us feel wl- and Valued in yxr cmmmity. 

My f e l l m  ccmnissianers ard I know that we have a 

very difficult  task ahead of us. Seeing the installations 

ard hearing f m  the amuni ty  enables us to gain the nrst 

infomtian ie pcssibly can before we have to  make the 

decisims that effect so many a l l  over the United States. 

?he assistance we've received f m  the m l e  of Alaska and 
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a f f i l i a t im  with Ft. m l y  whatsoever use my facility. 

If y w  do this, you will be affecting all of tke 

m l e  sit t ing in that aulience. Y m  w i l l  affect everyaae 

in this ron. 

(@lause. ) 

C?J+ESSICNER CEmEUA: ?hanks for y a r  test- 

and I wuld enoxrage anyme in the a d e n c e  that d d  like 

to subnit testimmy, written test-; it cbes m t  have t o  

be f o d ,  it can be handwritten ard all it has t o  redlly 

say is hm yat feel. If y m  d d  do that, w d d  provide 

the adkss  t o  Cleeta Barger. bybe ycu have that a c k k s  

and you d d  provide it to anyone who might seek that. 

To give you sarr idea of wfiat a f ter  today, 

as was said earlier, this is me of the regicnal h e a i x p  

that w a c t  and, typically, the x q i c n a l  hearhqs is 

usually held far  away fm the d t y .  Scmetimgs up to 

400 m i l e s  away. 

In the case of Alaska, it was given t i n e  for iMak 

and the Aleutians and for Ft. m l y  and thm& the 

Gcwentx 's  office and the other officials, all that t i m  was 

given Ft . Qeely and w' re appreciative of that. W e ' r e  

appreciative that w a d d  be here today and hear the 

testimmy that's keen given. 

There w i l l  be a hearing i n  San F'rancism, F'riday. 

Alaska will again be given time a t  that hear-. 'Ihe final 
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the rren and imm wlm serve here is greatly q rec ia t ed .  

As a reninjer, Alaska has an a d d i t i d  20 minutes 

for testimny a t  the San F'rancism Regicnal Hearing this 

Friday, April 28th. 

We are adj-ed. 'Ihank you. 

( P ~ e d k g s  adjourned 2 : 3 0  p.m., Ppril 24, 1995.) 
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REXRER'S C2XITFICPLIE 

I, WJEUE A. HAKZ, RPR, hereby certify: 

?hat I am a Registered Professid Reprter for 

Midnight Sun C b x t  Reporters and Notary Public for the State 

of Alaska; that the forego* proceedings wre written by re 

in carplterized mchine sh- and thereafter transaibed 

Lnder my directian; that the transcript canstitutes a full, 

true and correct m r d  of said proceedings taken cn the 

date and tim irdicated therein; Further, that I am a 

disinterested pcxn to said action. 

IN m F ,  I have heremto suhsaibed 

hand and affixxi my official seal this - Qy of 

, 1995. 

Regist& P m f e s s i d  Reporter 

Onmissim mires: Septerrter 22, 1998 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good afternoon, ladies and 
2 gentlemen, and welcome to this Regional Hearing of 
3 the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
4 My name is Alan Dixon. I'm chairman of the 
5 commission charged with the task of evaluating the 
6 recommendations of the Secretary of Defense regarding 
7 the closure and realignment of military installations 
8 in the United States. 
9 Also here with us today are my colleagues, 

10 Commissioner Al Cornella, shortly Commissioner 
11 Rebecca Cox will arrive, Commissioner Ben Montoya, 
12 and Commissioner Wendi Steele. 
13 First, let me thank all the military and 
14 civilian p e r s o ~ e l  who have assisted us so capably 
15 during our visits to the many bases represented at 
16 this hearing. 
17 We've spent many days looking at the 
18 installations that are on the Secretary's list and 
19 asking questions that will help us make our 
20 decisions. The cooperation we've received has been 
2 1 exemplary, and we thank you very much. 
22 The main purpose of the base visits we've 

conducted is to allow us to see the installation :: firsthand and to address with military personnel the 
25 all-important question of the military value of the 
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base. 
In addition to the base visits, the commission 

is conducting a total of 11 regional hearings of 
which today's is the 9th. The main purpose of the 
regional hearings is to give members of the 
communities affected by these closure recommendations 
a chance to express their views. We consider this 
interaction with the community to be one of the most 
important and valuable parts of our review of the 
Secretary's recommendations. 

Let me assure you that all of our 
commissioners and staff are well aware of the huge 
implications of base closure on local communities. 
We are committed to openness in this process, and we 
are committed to fairness. All the material we 
gather, all the information we get from the 
Department of Defense, all of our correspondence is 
open to the public. 

We're faced with an unpleasant and a painful 
20 task, which we intend to carry out as sensitively as 
21 we can. Again, the kind of assistance we've received 
22 here is very greatly appreciated. 
23 Now, let me tell you how we will proceed here 
24 today, and in all of our regional hearings. The 
25 commission has assigned a block of time to each state 

I 

( 1 affected by the base closure list. The overall 
2 amount of time was determined by the number of 
3 installations on the list and the amount of job loss. 
4 The time limits will be enforced strictly. 
5 We notified the appropriate elected officials 
6 of this procedure, and we left it up to them working 
7 with the local communities to determine how to fill 

the block of time. 
This afternoon, it's our intention to listen 

to testimony from the great State of California for a 
total of 275 minutes. 

And at the end of the California presentation, 
we've set aside a period of 30 minutes for public 
comment, at which members of the California public 
may speak. We've provided a sign-up sheet for this 
portion of the hearing and hope that anyone who 
wishes to speak has already signed up. 

We would ask that those of you speaking at 
that time to please limit yourself to 2 minutes. 

After the public comment, at what should be 
about 6 5 0  p.m. we will hear a 30-minute presentation 

22 from Guam, followed by a 20-minute presentation from 
23 the State of Alaska. Those presentations will 
24 conclude these hearings. 
25 Let me also say that the Base Closure Law has 
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1 been amended since 1993 to require that anyone giving 
2 testimony before the commission must do so under 
3 oath. And so I'll be swearing in witnesses, and that 

1(1 4 will include individuals who speak in the public 
5 comment portion of the hearing. 

6 With that, I believe we are ready to begin. 
7 -- & -- 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

2 1 .  CALIFORNIA 
3 

Mr. Lee Grissom 11 
4 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 23 
5 

Senator Barbara Boxer 33 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I'm constrained to ask 
you fine folks to raise and -- rise and raise your 
right hand, please. Senators and Mr. Grissom, if you 
will please. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
testimony you are about to give to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. And, 

Mr. Grissom, I believe my schedule shows that you are 
to go first. Mr. Lee Grissom, Director of Planning 
and Research for the Governor's Office. 

MR. GRISSOM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members 
of the Commission. Welcome ta California. And thank 
you for coming to see firsthand the military bases 
under consideration for closure and realignment in 
this state. Governor Wilson is sorry that he 
couldn't join you today. Those of you that saw him 
in Long Beach yesterday will recall that his voice is 
still recovering from minor throat surgery. So he 
would not be able to present testimony. 

But, Mr. Chairman, in particular he asked me 
to extend to you his greetings. He remembers you as 
a colleague, and a close colleague, during the years 

11 

in the U.S. Senate. 
I'm honored to speak on behalf of California 

today. 
Having served for 8 years on the Senate Armed 

Services Committee, Governor Wilson shares your deep 
commitment to a strong, but frugal, national defense. 
He supported the enabling legislation as a member of 
the United States Senate that set up the commission, 
and he continues to share its goals. 

But we do have serious concerns about the 
cumulative effect that base closing is having upon 
both California's economy and upon America's national 
security. Michael Boscan, who's a professor at the 
University of Stanford just down the road, has 
written recently that except for reunified Germany, 
California is the one parcel west of the former Iron 
Curtain most affected by the end of the cold war. 

That affect has been in a number of different 
ways. Certainly as the arsenal for America in wars 
both hot and cold, it was seen in the development of 
the aerospace and weapon systems. 

In 1988 we had 378 thousand people involved in 
those 2 sectors of our economy. When 1994 ended, we 
were barely able to find 180 thousand that were still 
involved. Most of those losses occurred in the 

12 
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1 southern parts of the state, and the total multiplier 
2 is about 520 thousand jobs, most of which occurred 
3 since 1990. 
4 But what I want to -- now, I'm sure that you 

- 

5 receive that kind of testimony from many governors in 
6 the states that you visit. But, believe me, 
7 Californians know how difficulty the task is that's 
8 before you. 
9 Today I would like to convey to you that the 

10 pain that has been inflicted upon California by the 
11 first 4 rounds of base closing isn't just greater 
12 than in any of the other states, it's of an entirely 
13 different order of magnitude. To understand how bad 
14 it is, consider the conventional wisdom that 
15 California was spared in the latest round of 
16 recommended base closures. 
17 That's true. Job losses aren't nearly as 
18 large as they were in previous rounds. But when you 
19 total the jobs lost from this round of 
20 recommendations, which includes both the bases newly 
21 recommended for closure, plus recommended adjustments 
22 to previous decisions, California loses more jobs 
23 than any other state in the nation, even more than 
24 Texas, which was widely assumed to be the hardest 
25 hit. That makes this the fourth round of base 

V 
1 J 

1 closings in which California has been the Number 1 in 
the nation in job losses. 

If base closings have had an economic riptide 
on other states, it has created a synonymy in 
California. 4 times our fair share. 

In 199 1 California had only 15 percent of the 
nation's defense personnel. When cumulative jobs 
losses from the first 4 rounds were totaled, if 
current DOD recommendations are in fact accepted, 
approximately 60 percent of all the military and 
civilian personnel reductions in the nation will have 
been absorbed by California. 

An extensive analysis of the job loss provided 
in the red covered books that we have distributed to 
you shows an estimated cumulative job loss of about 
2 15 thousand California jobs and 7 billion 250 
million dollars in economic impact. 

That's equivalent to wiping out more than half 
the jobs in the City of San Francisco. It's not that 
Californians aren't willing to do our part as we 

21 restructure our military and move into a new era. 
22 We've answered the call before, and I can assure you 
23 that we will answer that call again. 

-24 We only ask that you understand how deep the 
25 job loss is that we've already absorbed as you 

14 
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consider this latest realignment. 
I also want you to understand that the 

economic impact of bases being closed in California 
has been exacerbated by the delay and the expense of 
converting bases to new uses once they're targeted 
for closure. I'm sure you understand how eager we 
are to get those closed bases back into productive 
use. 

That's why Governor Wilson established the 
California Military Base Reuse Task Force, which was 

chaired by Susan Golding, the Mayor of San Diego, to 
identify obstacles and to recommend remedies to 
conversion. 

We have made progress, eliminating both 
federal and state regulatory barriers to the rapid 
conversion, and we have in fact implemented over 
60 percent of that task force's far reaching 
recommendations. Among these was the enactment last 
year of a historic reform to the McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act as it applies to military bases. 

Nonetheless, the base reuse process continues 
to be overly contentious, to take too long, and to 
jeopardize valuable reuse opportunities. 

And the federal government continues to fall 
short in its responsibility to clean up years of 

15 

toxic waste on military bases. 
Until it meets that responsibility, the 

governor believes that the federal government should 
refrain from closing any additional bases in 
California. 

That said, for this commission, the economic 
consequences of base closings are secondary to the 
military consequences, and that's exactly as it 
should be. So I'd like to spend a moment on the 
military consequences of California's base closings. 

Few dispute the growing importance of the 
Pacific Rim to America's economic and security 
interests. 

By the year 2,000, Pacific trade is predicted 
to be double the volume of Atlantic trade, and more 
ominously, the world's 7 -- 7 largest armies alI are 
on the Pacific Rim. Yet closing 22 military 
installations in California contributes to a 
dangerous perception of U.S. disengagement from Asia. 
Even U.S. allies are now questioning our nation's 
ability to project needed force into the Pacific. 

These disturbing trends can only encourage 
growing Asian nations to accelerate the ongoing 
Pacific arms race. 

For 50 years, credible American military 
16 
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1 presence in the region has been the guarantor of the 
2 Pacific economic miracle, which has benefited every 
3 consumer and worker in America. Now the rush to 
4 downsize our military jeopardizes America's 
5 leadership role in the Pacific. 
6 I don't mean to question the Pentagon's 
7 military judgment. Our concern is that the Pentagon 
8 is being forced to make decisions that put security 
9 considerations second to budget considerations. 

10 They're being asked to meet dangerously low 
11 budget targets set by the White House seeking the 
12 path of least resistance in a deficit reduction. The 
13 recent independent review of U.S. military readiness, 
14 conducted by four distinguished, retired senior 
15 officers at the request of Senator John McCain 

reached disturbing conclusions about our nation's 
ability to project military force. 

It found that current force projections are 
insufficient to meet the stated objective of fighting 
and winning 2 nearly simultaneous regional conflicts. 

And earlier this year, the general accounting 
office found that the Pentagon's 5-year defense 
program was underfunded by tens of billions of 
dollars. 

Now, I know that it's not your job to set 
17 

rCd 1 national defense policy or change the factors that 
2 establish force structure, but certainly in reaching 
3 your decisions you must acknowledge the shortcomings 
4 exposed by this report. If they are validated by the 
5 Defense Department's Roles and Missions studies due 
6 next month, the question we will then be asking is 
7 . have we just closed the bases needed to support vital 
8 militaryassets? 
9 For example, consider the recommendation to 

10 extensively realign Onizuka. The Air Force contends 
11 that it has one more satellite control installation 
12 than it needs to support future requirements. But 
13 given the expansion of the space mission, it's 
14 plausible to assume that the subsequent Roles and 
15 Missions report will enhance this mission, and that 
16 the Air Force will be given an expanded if not the 
17 entire military space mission for all services. 
18 If so, U. S. taxpayers will have to bear the 
19 burden of replacing Onizuka at a far greater cost 
20 than the purported savings from this recommended 
21 closure. The Roles and Missions report will also 
22 likely respond to the need for continued stability 
23 and security in the Pacific. w 24 With previous Navy and Air Force withdrawals 
25 from the Pacific and the current recommendations to 

18 
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1 close the military air base on Guam, the seaborne and 
2 airborne forces in the Pacific will need basing on 
3 the West Coast of North America. 
4 This concern coupled with fewer foreign bases 
5 strengthens the need for Pacific Coast installations, 

especially here in California where the military 
benefits from the synergy of a strong military 
infrastructure. The Southwest Complex proposal for 
consolidating laboratories and test and evaluation 
facilities, for example, would benefit from such a 
synergy, and would do so on an interservice basis, 
something this commission has repeatedly -- has 
repeatedly encouraged. 

At the BRAC '93 hearings, strong arguments 
were presented to retain the superb Navy 
infrastructure at Alameda, based on concerns that the 
cost of replacement of that facility and its 
constrained operational capability. 

Two years later, news of rising costs and 
operational problems have in fact surfaced. I raise 
this issue not to reopen the previous decision on 
Alameda, but to encourage the commission to seriously 
consider concerns that will be presented today on 
behalf of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

While Long Beach and Alameda are far different 
19 

facilities, the costs and operational capability 
concerns are similar and argue persuasively that Long 
Beach consistently -- consistently the most efficient 
public shipyard in the nation should not be closed. 

(Clapping .) 
Regarding the decision to realign the Sierra 

Army Depot, you'll hear strong evidence that this -- 
that its closure solves a nonexistent problem. I had 
the opportunity on Tuesday with Commissioner Steele 
to be at that facility and was there and witnessed 
when she set off 14 different pits, each of which 
contained 16 bombs, and each of those 16 bombs was 
750 pounds. I'm not sure about you, Commissioner, 
but the 4th of July will never be the same to me 
again. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: I agree with you. 
MR. GNSSOM: Because of an underfunded demil 

program, as they call it, demilitarization program, 
the need to return ammunition from Europe and the 
Pacific, and the extensive ammunition already in 
storage that's needed to sustain high rates of 
expenditure in war time, it's likely that in fact 
there is no excess ammunition storage space. 

Finally, let me raise a concern about the 
reports that McClellan Air Force Base may be 

20 
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considered for closure despite the Pentagon's 
recommendations. 

The BRAC '93's directive to interservice the 
depots was unsuccessful not, in our opinion, because 
of the lack of merit, but because of the lack of 
resolve. Nevertheless, the end result was the 
recommendation to downsize the Air Force depots in 
place. 

This recommendation has raised many questions 
and many concerns on the part of the commissioners, 
and they're valid. It may in fact tempt you to 
undertake your own review of the Air Force depots. 

The governor would urge you to resist that 
inclination and to hold f m  to the original 
recommendation for interservicing, with the 

16 additional directive -- with the additional directive 
17 to DOD that if intersewicing can't be accomplished, 
18 commercialization of depots should be considered, and 
19 that the Pentagon be required to report back to 
20 Congress on its progress by a certain date. 
21 In closing, let me say simply that 
22 Californians certainly understand the necessity to 
23 restructure our military and to meet changing times. 
24 But from bitter experience, we also know the dangers 
25 to our nation when we slice too deeply and too 

Senior Senator from California, Senator Dianne 
Feinstein. 

SENATOR FEMSTEIN: Thank you. Thank you very 

much, Mr. Chairman. 

(Clapping 
Thank you. It's good to see you here. I 

don't think the audience knows this, but I have 
inherited Senator Dixon's offices in Room 33 1 Hart, 
and I'm very pleased to see you here and the rest of 
the commission for a very difficult task. No 
question about it. I think it's very difficult to be 
a hero and do this work. 

And if I may, I'd like to distribute to you 
some packages which perhaps you can follow along and 
tell you what I would like to do. I would like to 

16 make a few general comments, and then speak about 
17 2 bases, namely Long Beach and Sierra. 
18 I know my colleague Senator Boxer is going to 
19 talk about Onizuka, and I'd like to speak just very 
20 briefly before I begin about the process. 
2 1 Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Grissom stated, 
22 California has been pummeled by base closures in 
23 round after round. Much of the earlier closures have 
24 in my view proved wrong and shortsighted. The 
25 closure of Alameda Naval Air Station, frankly, is a 

I 

1 quickly into the bone of our national security. ( 1 burr under mv saddle. I believe it is neither cost 
2 We've already seen 22 bases targeted for ( 2 effective, nor-do I believe its military value is 
3 closure in our state. Before you close any more, the 1 3 improved. 
4 Governor would urge you to carefully consider the 
5 strategic military consequences. 
6 And, finally, please give California 
7 communities already suffering from base closures the 
8 opportunity to quickly convert -- to quickly convert 
9 to alternative uses before any more bases are closed. 

10 We thank you very much for taking the time to 
1 1 visit California. I've enjoyed being with several of 
12 you at several different sites throughout the state. 
13 We know that your task is difficult. We know that it 

is thankless. But we also know that you will conduct 
it with compassion and with prudence. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the commission. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you, 
Mr. Grissom, and we're indebted to you for that fine 
presentation, and I know you'll express my 
appreciation to your distinguished Governor, an old 
and warm friend. 

MR. GRISSOM: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Grissom. 

We're delighted to have with us a distinguished 
22 

4 I've written a letter to the commission 
5 earlier asking that you relook at that, and I have 
6 incorporated some documentation in my report. 
7 I'm aware that the last round MILCON was not 
8 considered, and as you know, if you include the 190 
9 million dollars of military construction that it 

10 takes to complete a 60 percent completed Everett, you 
11 will see that it is not cost effective to close 
12 Alameda, and I've asked that the commission relook at 
13 that. 

I've also incorporated a statement on 
McClellan and a letter that some of us, Senator Boxer 
and I, as well as Senator Bennett, Senator Hatch, and 
Senator DiConcini last year sent to Mr. Perry, 
Dr. Perry on the subject of a Southwest Military 
Complex. Mr. Grissom mentioned it in his remarks, 
and it makes a great deal of sense. And I think the 
day of interservicing certainly has come. 

Mr. Chairman, base closures economically have 
turned out to be of tremendous economic impact in 
California. 

22 major bases have been closed to date. 
24 

SCRUNCHTM Pages 21 - 24 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 6 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

California has lost 88 thousand military and civilian 
jobs. The 7 bases of this round will bring about an 
additional 3 1 thousand direct and indirect jobs. If 
you look at this map -- these are net personnel 
losses -- you will see that California actually is 
doing 59 percent of the net job loss in the United 
States from military base closure. That's why I ask 
today that no base be closed in California. 

It I believe is responsible for our slowness 
in recovery from the recession. I believe we have 
not yet felt the true impact of closures, and I will 
refer to that more in a moment. 

I want to touch just for a moment on the 
problems. To date there are major problems in the 
closed bases with utility conveyances. There's major 
problems on 2 bases with cherrypicking by the 
military, particularly Mather and Marsh. There are 
difference of appraisals whereby the military 
appraisals are far above the community appraisals. 

To date I know out of the 22 bases that have 
been closed in California, only 3 which have solid 
plans that are being successfully implemented. 
That's the Sacramento Army Depot, Norton Air Force 
Base, and Fort Ord. 

And I think the issue of utility conveyances 

And the total cost to clean up bases 
nationwide during this base closure round is 
estimated at nearly 1 billion, and these are just 
initial estimates. If history is any indication, 
these costs will increase 2, 3, 4, and perhaps 5 
times. 

Let me now speak about Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. To borrow a line from someone at the 
community briefing yesterday in Long Beach, you know 
it is spring if the base closure commissioners are 
visiting Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

(Clapping.) 
In 1993, the base closure commission addressed 

the issue whether to close the yard, and the 
commission recognized the vital role that Long Beach 
plays in the support of the Pacific Fleet and kept it 
open. Once again, it's being slated for closure. 
Once again, I and others will state to you that Long 
Beach should not be closed. 

I wonder what's changed between 1993 and 1995 
that now makes Long Beach expendable. It seems to 
me very little has changed. In fact, the Navy did 
not include the yard on its '93 list. It was added 
by the commission, because the Navy considered the 
base vital to its mission. 

not been. The issue of appraisals, you have to 
consider this fact. The state is in deficit. Many 
communities are in deficit. The federal government 
is in deficit, and if the military appraisal is too 
high, you're not going to be able effectively to 
develop these bases. 

I would like to comment, if I might, on base 
closures costs. The BRAC '88 clean-up costs were 
originally estimated at 126 million in 1990. By 
1994, the cost had quadrupled to 598 million. 

The cost to clean up bases from BRAC '91 were 
originally estimated at 389 million. Now these costs 
have risen to 1.3 billion. 

Clean-up costs for BRAC '93 were originally 
estimated at 230 million in 1990. By 1994, these 
costs have risen more than 5-fold to 1.4 billion 
dollars. 

The cost to clean up and close California's 
bases for the first 3 rounds alone is nearly 3 and a 
half billion dollars. That's up from the 745 million 
that was originally estimated and budgeted. 
California bases alone could absorb all of the funds 
appropriated for clean-up in all the BRAC accounts 
from fiscal year 1990 to 1995. 
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1 Let me cite some facts. 13 thousand jobs -- 
13 thousand, and 750 million in annual economic 
activity will be lost if Long Beach closes. I might 
tell you from the recession the 6 counties that 
suffered the biggest job loss and where our economy 
still struggles to come back in California are the 6 
big Southern California counties. And Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard plays a major economic role for the 
Los AngelesILong Beach area. 

70 percent of the Pacific Fleet including 
3 aircraft caniers will be home ported in San Diego. 
Because of the repair work on these carriers could be 
done at Long Beach, the proposed closure will create 
increases in ship steaming time from San Diego to 
Puget Sound. Puget Sound is 1 133 nautical miles, and 
Pearl is located 2600 nautical miles away, while Long 
Beach is located a mere 81 nautical miles from where 
the vast majority of the Pacific Fleet will soon be 
stationed. 

Additionally, if a ship is repaired at Puget 
Sound, and the family of sailors remain in San Diego, 
this closure creates major quality of life problems 
for Navy personnel. 

Here are 2 points I believe are critical. 
One, the dry dock capability at Long Beach is vital 
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1 to support the Pacific Fleet. The Navy did not 
2 include Long Beach on the closure list in '93 because 
3 it considered the capacity of Dry Dock Number 1 

)V 4 essential. Again, I ask what is changed between '93 
5 and '95? 
6 Because of Dry Dock Number 1, Long Beach is 

1 major problem for us, and Lassen County has an 
2 unemployment rate of 14 percent. It will be 
3 economically devastated as a result of this, but I 
4 wonder about the military sense in closing it, 
5 because Sierra currently performs more than 
6 30 percent of the demolition of excess ammunition 

doing work on every class of ship in the fleet. Any 
concept of mothballing Dry Dock Number 1 is not 
feasible, as has been demonstrated at other yards. 

Two, Long Beach is the most cost effective 
shipyard of the 8 operated by the Navy so far. It is 
only 1 of the 8 Navy shipyards that operates in the 
black with annual retained earnings, and in just the 
last 6 fiscal years it's been consistently under 
budget, and 102 point 7 million dollars has been 
returned to the Navy budget. 

In fact, Long Beach is so effective that it 
currently has 200 employees on loan to Pearl because 
Pearl has been unable to handle its workload. Thus 
by closing -- 

(Clapping.) 
Thus by closing Long Beach, you would be 

transferring work from a productive and cost 
effective yard to yards that lose money for the Navy 

7 the only yard in the West Coast that's capable of 
It's the sole manager for conventional ammunition 
demolition. In '96 that figure is predicted to climb 
over 40 percent. 

Sierra is the most cost effective 
demilitarization installation in the country. It has 
the largest capacity for demolition. It's increased 
-- the increased costs of disposal will have to be 
borne by all of the services, diluting the intended 
savings sought by realigning Sierra. 

My staff learned on the base visit early this 
week that there is a current ammunition backlog of 
415 thousand tons, a dangerous backlog which will 
take more than 10 years to eliminate. 

If Sierra loses its ammunition demolition 
mission, there will be further delays in the already 
backlogged demolition arena, especially with excess 
ammunition coming back from overseas locations. The 
Navy will have nowhere to dispose of its poseidon 

1 7 stocks, the largest capacity in the Army system. 

schedule. 
Former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Colin Powell may have provided the best defense of 
Long Beach when he in 199 1 said, and I quote, 
"Closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard would seriously 
degrade the dry dock capability for all large ships 
in the Southern California area. Alternatives in 
Hawaii and Washington simply could not provide the 
services found at Long Beach," end quote. 

Mr. Chairman, if there are plans to 
alternatively use that dry dock, I think the 
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I and the taxpayer and consistently run behind 

community, the United States senators and the 
governor should know about them. If there is 
something hidden in this agenda, I think we should 
know about it up front before these decisions are 
made. Now, if I might -- 

(Clapping .) 
-- quickly, and I recognize my time is running 

out, and I'm going to just synthesize, and then 
Senator Boxer I'm sure has many comments. 

Let me just make a few brief comments on 
Sierra's realignment, because I think it appears 
minor on the surface. 

Not only will 800 jobs be lost, and that's a 
30 

3 1 

1 rocket motors, which is necessary for the United 
States to comply with the START I1 Treaty. No other 
depot is capable. Nor do I know of any alternative 
for the disposal of the poseidon motors at this time 
other than Sierra. 

So Sierra's demilitarization mission earns a 2 
and a half million dollar profit. It provides 
critical services to the Air Force and Navy, and it 
posts the lowest demilitarization costs in the entire 
system. The direct hourly rate at Sierra for 
demolition is 43 dollars and 53 cents per person. It 
also has the lowest per hour per ton cost in the FY95 
depot system for shipping, receiving, and ammunition 
storage. 

Mr. Chairman, I know my time has run out, and 
I will close my remarks at this time with this 
comment: Last year Senator Trent Lott and I put 
forward a resolution to postpone the BRAC 95 round. 
It lost. The BRAC 95 round is taking place. 

I earnestly ask you to look at the fact that 
no state has done the number of military base 
closures that California has. No state has borne the 
bulk of military base closures in the United States 
as California has. I believe enough is enough. 

California should be spared from this round of 
32 
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base closures. I thank you for your attention 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we want to thank the 

distinguished senior senator. 
I'm delighted to have an old friend, a 

distinguished senator, my former neighbor when she 
was a member of the House, and now a great member of 
the United States Senate. We're pleased to have 
Senator Boxer. 

SENATOR BOXER: Thank you very much. It is 
really good to be with you, Mr. Chairman, and I hope 

You already know that our economy here is in a 
precarious position, and, Mr. Chairman, I know that 
that isn't the only thing you're going to look at. 
You do have to look at cumulative economic impact. 
We're here to say on that criteria alone not one more 
base should be closed. I feel that very, very 
strongly. On that criteria alone. 

But on the criteria of national security 
interests, I think you will hear from us, and you've 
already beard from 2 out of the 3 of us, that there 

11 you will be guided by wisdom, and I want to say to I 11 are some serious questions about those bases that are 
all the people out here who came a very long distance 
that I'm really glad that you are here. This is your 
country, and this is your future, and you should be 
involved, and that is very important. So welcome to 
all of you as well. 

I'm really delighted to be here with Senator 
Feinstein and the representative of Governor Wilson. 
I think this shows how important this issue is to our 
state. 

Mr. Chairman, in an effort to stay within my 
time frame, and I will do so, I would ask unanimous 
consent that my entire statement be placed ia the 

on your list, and I'm going to talk again about a few 
of them. 

You know about the loss of jobs and what it 
means to Long Beach and Los Angeles. Senator 
Feinstein has been quite eloquent on the point. She 
also made a point that I want to underscore. 

Long Beach is strategically located only 
80 miles from the San Diego Megaport, home to nearly 
70 percent of the Pacific Surface Fleet. If Long 
Beach is closed, the nearest public shipyard would be 
Bremerton, Washington, 3 days steaming time from San 
Diego. 

24 record, and I'm going to try to summarize that within 1 24 I spent years on the House Armed Services 
25 the time frame. 1 25 Committee, Mr. Chairman, and I know you've spent 

I 

1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Senator, it will be placed in I 1 proud years yourself on the committee and the senate. 
2 the record, as will the distinguished senior 1 2 I think common sense will tell you that this makes no 

senator's remarks, and it will not take from your 
time with my intenuption. 

SENATOR BOXER: Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman, I think you've heard it loud and clear. 
California has been deeply hurt by base closures. 
Senator Feinstein went over the job loss. It is huge 
by any count. It is more than our fair share. 
Clearly we are down to about 17 percent of the 
defense dollar, and we are way in excess in terms of 
personnel loss. 

What you have before you is a picture of how 
many bases have been closed already, Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Commission. Those in red are the ones 
that have been closed. Those in black are the ones 
before you in this round. It is extraordinary. It 
is difficult. It is painful, and it is far too much 
for our state. 

I am here to fight for my state, but I want to 
tell you that I think the facts are on our side, and 
I want to go into that. I'm going to talk today 
about Long Beach. I'm going to talk about Onizuka 
and Sierra, and I'm going to mention a few other 
bases as well. 

34 

sense, that repair facilities should be near major 
fleet concentrations. 

Now, Long Beach already has lost 10 thousand 
jobs as a result of the closure of the naval station 
in '91. To add another 10 thousand jobs, and some 
say it's even more than that, would be devastating to 
this community. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to underscore for you one 
more point that Senator Feinstein made, and I'm 
repeating it because I think it is critical. I was 
in that room when the vote came down on Long Beach 
just 2 short years ago. I stood there, and I 
listened, and my breath was being held. And there 
was a message that came forth from that commission at 

that time, and what was the message? 
UNKNOWN MALE: Save Long Beach. 
SENATOR BOXER: Shape up your act, they said 

to Long Beach, turn it around, make that facility 
work. And, Mr. Chairman, that's exactly what 
happened. 

This Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the most 
profitable shipyard. It is the only profitable 
shipyard in the entire country. Does it make any 
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sense -- 
(Clapping. 
I mean, the question that you have to ask 

yourself as chairman of this commission is what kind 
of message does that send forward not only to these 
workers, the people who turned it around, who have 
become so efficient, turning a profit for the Navy, 
but to the whole country, to our kids. When we say 
to them, "You know, if you get your act together, and 
you shape up, you'll be rewarded." 

I think it would be a tragedy to close Long 
Beach, just a tragedy on many, many counts. We need 
it, and they did what they were supposed to do. They 
rolled up their sleeves, and they should be rewarded, 
not punished. 

Today you're going to hear from them. They're 
going to come up with some more very creative and 
alternatives ideas. I hope you will take those ideas 
to heart. 

Turning to Onizuka Air Force Base, I feel very 
strongly about this as well. I visited Long Beach. 
I visited Onizuka. I met with the people there, and 
I do believe I understand what they do, although a 
lot of it is very highly classified. But I have to 
tell you, again, it doesn't seem to add up to close 

this and consolidate these facilities at Falcon Air 
Force Base in Colorado. 

In my view, satellite control is one of the 
few areas where limited, redundant capabilities are 
in our national security interests. If the 
department's recommendations are enacted and only one 
site is used for satellite control, a single failure 
could leave us unable to control scores of orbiting 
military satellites. 

Imagine that type of situation, one computer 
error, one natural disaster, and, Mr. Chairman, one 
terrorist attack could separate us from our 
satellites for hours or even days. 

Again, it's common sense to keep Onizuka open, 
and it is essential to also consider the incredible 
expertise surrounding Onizuka. 

I met with the people, the private contractors 
who work there. What the military will have to do if 
this is closed and transferred over to Colorado is 
begin a very costly training program for our military 
in that state. We have the skills here. Why would 
we undertake that kind of expense? I think it would 
be a huge mistake. 

I won't go into economic impact except to tell 
you it will be great in this area. You can see what 
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kind of hit we have taken in the north as well as in 
the south. This is going to add thousands and 
thousands of unemployed. 

Now, last, in detail 1 want to discuss the 
proposed realignment of the Sierra Army Depot. This 
is a mistake. I think that Senator Feinstein has 
made the case with some very important technical 
arguments, but I have to say that the Army studied 
this and rated it Tier 3, the lowest rating. 

I hope you will look, and I know you will look 
at the source document, the tiering study, when 
evaluating the recommendation to realign this depot. 
In rating the depot as a Tier 3 facility, the Army 
minimized or ignored the fact that the base is 
traversed by 2 major railroads that link it directly 
to nearby seaports. 

Additionally, Sierra is the only depot with a 
C-5 capable landing strip, which is essential to 
mobilizing ammunition stocks. 

We know the economic impact in this rural 
Lassen County community. This is the biggest 
employer, and we know it will be absolutely 
devastated. Unemployment is already 1 1 point 5 
percent there. And we think that it would go to 20 
percent if this closing took place. So we think we 

have a case on economic impact and on national 
security interests. 

Mr. Chairman, I've kept within my 10 minutes. 
I just want to alert you to the fact that you're 
going to hear from some of the best and the brightest 
from our state, including Congressman Sam Farr, 
representatives of the Monterey community, who will 
t e s w  about Fort Hunter Liggett. 

Councilman Harry Mathis will lead a discussion 
about the DOD's recommendation to disestablish the 
San Diego Naval Health Research Center. Very 
important issues will be raised there. 

And Congressman Vic Fazio, who has worked so 
hard to save McClellan Air Force Base, and I want to 
say here, please, please, we have had President 
Clinton at McClellan no less than 4 times. This is 
another case of an Air Force Base that is really 
working toward the future. We should leave it off 
the list. 

So I hope you will take all of our 
California's testimony very, very, seriously. As a 
matter of fact, I know that you will, Mr. Chairman. 
I wish all of the commissioners Godspeed. I hope you 
will be wise, and I hope you will realize that we in 
California have done far more than our fair share. 
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1 We are only asking for fairness. Thank you very 
2 much. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you, Senator. 
4 (Clapping.) 
5 I want to thank you, Mr. Grissom. Thank you 
6 so much, Senator Feinstein, Senator Boxer. Excellent 
7 presentations. We're indebted to you. Thank you 
8 very much. 
9 -- d)o -- 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, we 

thank you all for being here. Now as I understand 
it, you will allocate your own time. You have 70 
minutes to be divided between those in your group, 
and a timer is in front of you on your table over 
there, and we're delighted to have all of you here, 
and under the existing law I must request that you 
all to stand and raise your right hand, everybody 
that's going to testify. Thank you very much. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
testimony you are about to give to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
C H A W A N  DIXON: Thank you very, very much. 

You may proceed. 
MAYOR O'NEILL: Good afternoon, 

Mr. Commissioner and Distinguished Members of the 
Commission. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Delighted to see you. 
MAYOR O'NEILL: I'm Beverly O'Nedl, and 

I'm -- 

(Clapping .) 
Thank you. I'm going to carry you around with 

me. 
43 

And I'm proud to be the mayor of the City of 
Long Beach. I'm sorry to meet with you under these 
circumstances, but I hope that those commissioners 
who had an opportunity to tour our shipyard yesterday 
have a better understanding and appreciation of why 
we are so proud of its capabilities and achievements. 

We thank you for the opportunity of being here 
and presenting our case for the continuance of the 
naval shipyard. 

We are not here to whine and ring our hands. 
We are not here just to complain about the projected 
loss to our economy of 757 million and the loss of 
over 10 thousand jobs. 

We are here to let you know we are only 1 of 2 
shipyards capable of handling the Navy's biggest 
vessels. We were only -- the only shipyard located 
near 70 percent of the Pacific Fleet. The next 
closest shipyard is at Bremerton, Washington, about 3 
s a h g  days away. 

We are on the only submarine sonar dome 
manufacturing facility in the nation. 

We are the Navy's most efficient shipyard, and 
the only shipyard to show an annual profit. 

We are the only shipyard with a deep harbor 
and a direct access to the open ocean. 
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We are here to state that the closure of the 
Long Beach shipyard would have the least impact on 
the excess capacity of all the remaining yards. We 
are a shipyard with 60 percent minority work force. 
We are the only shipyard with the largest dry docking 
facilities that would take over 700 million to 
replicate. 

We were the only Naval shipyard positions for 
military and strategic value so that all ships are 
not in one location. 

And we are a shipyard within 81 nautical miles 
of San Diego, which means that our home port 
boundaries are closer by two-thirds than the miles 
between Portsmouth and Norfolk. Today we will be 
outlining a step by step process to defend the 
shipyard, and we've had some eloquent statements 
already by our senators. 

We feel confident after studying all the data 
that has been made available that we can present 
arguments to you on a technical basis and offer 
compelling justification for revisiting the 
recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

In addition to presenting you with the 
material which we strongly feel refutes the Navy's 
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recommendation to close, we will also be recommending 
alternative scenarios that we feel the BRAC 
commission should examine. 

The Defense Department in its recommendation 
to the BRAC commission stated that the closure of the 
shipyard could result in a maximum reduction of 
13,261 jobs in a 5-county Southern California 
metropolitan area. This represents just three-tenths 
of one percent of the total area employment in 
5 counties. But by blending the number of job losses 
in the primary metropolitan statistical area which 
covers 5 counties, the DOD has greatly mitigated the 
actual economic impact that would occur in the Long 
Beach area or the County of Los Angela. 

I think that economic impact has to be put 

shipyard or with shipyard based tenant commands. And 

these jobs generate another 3,500 secondary jobs 
within the immediate area surrounding Long Beach, not 
in communities located in other counties 60 to 100 
miles from the shipyard. The total economic impact 
of the shipyard are estimated to be over 750 million 
dollars. 

Now, the DOD may feel that 27 thousand jobs 
and almost 2 billion dollars in combined economic 
impact are not significant to one area, but we do. 
The good people in Long Beach who elected me mayor 
last year expect me to address the issues that affect 
them, and this issue affects them very much. It does 
not affect communities 2 hours away. I was astounded 
to learn that if all the civilian job losses from the 
previous BRAC rounds were added to those proposed for 
1995, the City of Long Beach would not only lead all 
cities in California and the nation, but would also 
lead 46 states as well, trailing only Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and Texas in addition to California. 
This is ridiculous. 

The cumulative effect on one area either in 
the city or even one county was not taken into 
consideration. I don't need to recount to you all of 
Southern California's disasters in recent years. And 
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we certainly understand the need to downsize the 
military infrastructure in our country to meet the 
realities of the 21st century, but why -- why must 
the city of Long Beach carry the burden? 440 
thousand citizens of Long Beach would also Like to 
know that answer. 

There are a number of military and technical 
reasons for the shipyard to continue serving the 
Navy, as it has done so so uncommonly well for so 
many years, but I'll let the experts here discuss 
those issues with you. 

But before I finish, I must mention one very 
vital element of the shipyard. And that is Dry Dock 
Number 1. Four of you saw it yesterday, and you were 
told how important it has been and continues to be to 

17 few words about what has happened before now. 
18 In 199 1 the closure of the Long Beach Naval 
19 station and the hospital cost over 16,000 Navy 
20 personnel and an additional 1,000 civilian jobs. The 
21 total direct and indirect economic losses from that 
22 decision exceed one billion dollars. 

v 23 If the recommendation to close the shipyard is 
24 allowed to stand, we will lose an additional 6,600 
25 civilian jobs, either associated directly with the 
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16 into a proper perspective, and I'd l i e  to just say a 
17 heard, to duplicate it would cost over 700 d o n .  
18 You heard that it is the largest dry dock south of 
19 Puget Sound, and that it would dry-dock every class 
20 of ship within the Pacific Fleet. But if the 
21 recommendation stands to close the shipyard, the dry 
22 dock also closes. 
23 I appreciate your indulgence in my 
24 presentation. We have many speakers that will offer 
25 very technical and compelling reasons why we were 
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1 16 the operations of the Pacific Fleet. And as you 
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1 here today, but before I do, I would like to take 
2 just one minute to recognize the shipyard workers and 
3 their families who have traveled 500 miles since work 
4 yesterday to be with us on this day. Would you just 
5 please stand. 

(Clapping.) 
Thank you very much. And now at this time, I 

would like to introduce the president of the Board of 
Harbor Commissioners, Carmen Perez. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Beverly O'Neill, 
and we're delighted to have Ms. Perez here. 

(Clapping.) 
MS. PEREZ: Thank you, Madame Mayor. Good 

afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. As the mayor 
indicated, I am president of the Long Beach Board of 
Harbor Commissioners. 

The Port of Long Beach, long viewed as one of 
the most modem and efficient ports of the world, has 
recently become the Number I container port in the 
United States. Believe me, we in Long Beach are all 
very proud of this accomplishment, and we look 
forward to the ports continued success in the future. 

However, the reason that I'm here today is not 
24 to tell you about what a great port we have. Rather, 
25 I'm here to personally assure you, ladies and 
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1 gentlemen, that contrary to what you may have heard, 
2 the Port of Long Beach supports the city's efforts 
3 loopercent. 
4 (Clapping 
5 We support the city's effort to maintain the 
6 Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Port of Long Beach 
7 does not under any circumstances, ladies and 
8 gentlemen, lust after the shipyard as some have 
9 suggested. May I reiterate, the Port of Long Beach 

10 simply does not want to see the shipyard close, 
1 1 period. 
12 (Clapping.) 
13 As a matter of fact, several years ago, in 
14 cooperation with the Navy, the port conducted a study 
15 to determine the feasibility of consolidating 
16 shipyard support facilities now in the former naval 
17 station site to more convenient shipyard sites. 
18 The port then offered to pay the 100 million 
19 dollars cost for achieving that consolidation, 
20 100 million dollars worth of completely new and 
2 1 modem facility at no cost to the federal government. 
22 No one has ever explained to me why the Navy never 
23 responded to that offer. 
24 May I also add that if the shipyard has any 
25 commercial, port-related appeal, it is due in large 
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I 1 part because the shipyard is located in a deep water 
2 port with immediate access to the open sea. And that 
3 feature, along with many others, ladies and 
4 gentlemen, should be the reason the base closure 
5 commission finds the shipyard too critical in 

military value to consider its closure. 
The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a resource 

that should not be dismissed without a great deal of 
careful consideration, particularly given what we 
know about the efficiency of this facility and the 
future work flow demands of the Navy between now and 

the year 2,000. 
The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is good for our 

community. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is good for 
the nation. 

Thank you for your attention, ladies and 
gentlemen, and I hope you will look long and hard at 
the Navy's ill-conceived recommendations to close the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

(Clapping .) 
At this time it is my pleasure and honor to 

introduce a good friend and outstanding 
representative of our community, Congressman Steve 
Horn of the 38th Congressional District. Thank you. 

CONGRESSMAN HORN: Thank you very much, 

1 Carmen. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Delighted to have the 
3 distinguished congressman here. Glad to have you 

here, Congressman. 
CONGRESSMAN HORN: Mr. Chairman and 

Commissioners -- first, Mr. Chairman, let me say to 
your colleagues, I am most grateful to them for 
taking the time to visit Long Beach. I think it was 
very useful. They've met a number of my colleagues 
in congress, and I stand here today representing the 
14 members from 4 counties that have worked actively 
siace January 1993 on helping this shipyard advance 
and trying to deal with the supercilious arguments in 
some cases that have sought to close it. 

I want to submit, and my staff will do that to 

your staff, for the record the comments of 
Congresswoman Jane Harmon who deeply regrets she 
could not be here today, but who was with the 
commissioners part of yesterday. 

I have a very simple message to bring to you 
today. First, the process which led to the 
recommendations to close Long Beach was deeply 
flawed. The Navy's BRAC process was specifically 
designed to protect nuclear capacity while without 
justification contradicting what the Navy said in 
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1 193 1 and 1993 that the Navy regarded Long Beach and 
2 its large dry dock as critical to the defense needs . 
3 of the nation. 
4 Second, there are better alternatives to the 
5 closure of Long Beach that make more sense and 
6 improve on the goals of  saving money, reducing excess 
7 capacity, yet preserving the critical irreplaceable 
8 infrastructure, Dry Dock 1 among them. These 
9 alternatives were ignored for no good reason. We're 

10 not here just to protest the recommendation to close 
11 the Long Beach Naval shipyard. We're here to say 
12 that the Navy could have done better and made a 
13 recommendation that would fit the real needs of the 
14 Navy in the difficult years ahead. The next 3 
15 speakers will present the details on this message. 
16 The quick overview is the supposedly analytical 
17 process was one really contrived to support a 
1 8 predetermined end. 

First, the Navy generated a military value 
ranking for the shipyards that directly rehtes what 
was established in 1991 and 1993 when Long Beach was 
ranked a very strong third in military value of all 
then existing shipyards. One gets a little bit 
suspicious when Long Beach suddenly slides downward 
in the military value rankings from the past years. 
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The Navy claims that it used certified data, 
2 but in many instances the data are simply wrong. 
3 Answers were changed, such as our capacity 
4 utilization figures. In places, the matrix questions 
5 were raised. As you heard yesterday, one question 
6 rewards a shipyard for having spent more than 200 
7 million dollars in capital improvements, thus 
8 penalizing a smaller and the most modem shipyard 
9 such as Long Beach. That is nonsensical. 

10 Second, this contrived set of military value 
ranking was put into a configuration model where the 
assumptions of that model were guaranteed a certain 
result. 

Third, after the model was run, the Navy 
rejected one of the suggested closures when it did 
not like the answer. Namely, close Portsmouth. The 
Navy claims Portsmouth has a unique ability to repair 
attack submarines, even while that supposedly unique 
capability is being duplicated elsewhere in both the 
public and the private shipyards. In brief, the Navy 
is not telling you the truth regarding Portsmouth. 

Fourth, the Navy's alleged cost savings for 
closing Long Beach are false. The supposed savings 
if the work were performed in the private sector are 
substantially illusionary. Moreover, the Navy has 
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been using the annual cost savings made by Long Beach 
to cover up the losses at other public shipyards. 

Should Long Beach close, the man-day rates at 
the remaining public shipyards will rise 
considerably. The fact is this: The Navy wanted to 
protect its nuclear capable shipyards from the 
beginning, 'despite the admitted and recognized excess 
nuclear capacity, and thus the Navy designed its 
military value weightings and its configuration model 
to generate an outcome that satisfied such an 
objective. 

When the Navy could not quite achieve that 
end, it declined to recommend for closure a shipyard 
of lower military value than Long Beach, ignoring the 
fact that the closure of Portsmouth would generate 
greater cost savings to the Navy and the taxpayers 
than the closing of Long Beach. Portsmouth performs 
a type of work, nuclear, of which the Navy admits it 
has the most excess. 

Ironically, the Navy suggested closing its two 
smallest facilities, Long Beach and Guam, both of 
which are nonnuclear. These two facilities have the 
least repair capacity when the purported goal was to 
close as much excess capacity as possible. 

I must mention the general accounting oftice 
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report regarding the Department of Defense process on 
BRAC. I realize the GAO has stated, quote, "The 
Navy's process and recommendations were sound," 
unquote. However, it is not an analysis. Read 
Chapter 6, and you will see what I mean. There is no 
critical element in it. It is merely a descriptive 
overview of the Navy's process. This report 
represents superficial work, and it shows. 

The GAO did not ask: 
What changed in the construction of the 

military value matrix to alter Long Beach's 
consistent ranking as the Number 3 naval shipyard? 

Why did the need for Dry Dock Number 1 
disappear when the number of large dock ships in the 
Navy's fleet is not declining? 

Finally, why did the Navy so blatantly ignore 
the recommendations of the Joint Cross-Service Group? 

None of these issues were addressed by the 
general accounting office. 

The next important point is to demonstrate 
that the Navy conveniently overlooked about Long 
Beach issues that present compelling reasons why Long 
Beach is still needed, why it should be kept open, 
and why we believe the Navy substantially deviated 
from the requirements of the law in formulating its 
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1 closure recommendations. Let me run through them. 
2 First, the tampering with the military value 
3 reweighting and thus reranking done by the Navy. 
4 Second, the Navy's clear need for Dry Dock 
5 Number 1. 
6 Third, the Navy's method of looking at 

capacity on a nationwide basis rather than on a 
regional Pacific Fleet-Atlantic Fleet basis. The 
Navy ignores the operational realities that almost 
70 percent of the Pacific Fleet is located in San 
Diego. 

Meanwhile, Long Beach's dry docks show heavy 
utilization into the year 2,000. 

Fourth, the capacity measures used by the Navy 
also overstate the need for nuclear capable yards. 
The work package of a nuclear vessel, as we will 
discuss later, is 80 percent conventional. And thus 
a nonnuclear capable shipyard could do the vast 

19 majority of these work packages. 
20 Fifth, the Navy did not include the 
21 possibility of emergencies in its capacity analysis. 
22 The Navy has left no margin for error on dry dock 
23 utilization in the case of hostilities. 
24 Sixth, where would the work schedule for Long 
25 Beach go? The San Diego private yards do not have 

J 
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1 the capacity or the capability to do the full range 
2 of repairs on the full range of ships that are in the 
3 Pacific Fleet. And, thus, those private yards will 
4 not produce the anticipated cost savings. In fact, 
5 without Long Beach as a yardstick, the Navy will be 

gouged by change orders from less equipped private 
yards. 

Seventh, and finally, the Navy team ignored 
the recommendations of the Joint Cross-Service Group, 
whose first recommendation was to close Pearl Harbor 
and Portsmouth. Clearly, the commission needs to be 
placed before it for closure both Pearl Harbor and 
Portsmouth for consideration certainly in relation to 
Long Beach. 

One of the major issues that needs a thorough 
examination by the commission is the problem of where 
the base closure process is in relation to the 
evolving concepts of depot repair. Namely, the 
Regional Maintenance Center Concept. 

The BRAC process with its statutory deadlines 
results in a BRAC process being behind the curb of 
depot maintenance concepts. These issues were either 
not analyzed or not properly considered by the Navy. 

Long Beach should be included in the regional 
maintenance concept. Pearl Harbor should be 
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realigned. This proposal saves money, cuts capacity, 
preserves Dry Dock Number 1, retains the unique 
capabilities of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

I now want to turn the presentation over to 
Vice Admiral Peter Hekman, who retired in 1991 after 
commanding the Naval Sea Systems Command, where he 
supervised the operation and maintenance of all naval 
shipyards as well as the contracting with the private 
sector yards concerning ship repair and new 
construction. He's a recognized expert on the 
operation and maintenance of nuclear power plants as 
well as on private and public shipyards and their 
capabilities. Admiral Hekman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
Congressman. 

(Clapping.) 
Thank you for those useful remarks, 

Congressman. We're delighted to have Admiral Hekman 
here. 

VlCE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Is this on? 
CONGRESSMAN HORN: Is it working? 
VICE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: Can you hear it? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

VlCE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you and 
the members of the commission today. My associate 
Dr. Johnson and I intend to discuss the 4 areas 
shown. I will discuss areas 1 and 3. He will 
discuss areas 2 and 4. Dr. Johnson and I are 
colleagues, and Dr. Johnson also worked almost 
3 decades in the Naval Sea Systems Command and was in 

charge of the facility's arena when he retired. 
In -- we certainly need to downsize, but we 

need to do it sensibly. When England was slashing 
its fleet and dock yards and closing its stock yards 
prior to the Falkland's war, then Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher stood up in the parliament and made 
a statement, and I've never forgotten it. She said, 
"I wish to remind all that the first responsibility 
of government is defense of the realm. Any country 
which pounds its swords into plow shares wdl 
invariably end up plowing its fields for those who 
kept their swords. " 

(Clapping.) 
Now, that occurred -- that speech occurred 

just 6 months before the Falkland Island's war. Now. 
certainly Argentina got the message. 

The -- as I said we have to downsize, but the 
Navy made a major change in direction in 1995 as 
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1 compared to 199 1, in which I participated, and in 
2 1993. The 1991 and 1993 rounds were conducted under 
3 the philosophy that shipyard closure had to be based 
4 first on strategic and military value, and then if 
5 not needed under that criteria, then capacity could 

enter the process. 
In 1991 and 1993, the Navy consistently 

insisted that we keep a minimum of 6 carrier capable 
dry docks, and we did. Long Beach was considered in 
that process, and third in military value only I say 
behind the 2 major yards of Puget Sound and at 
Norfolk. 

The Navy further stated that Long Beach was 
vital to the support of the Navy's major fleet 
concentrations in San Diego. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff agreed with the Navy's position and rationale 
in this matter. General Colin Powell's statement is 
well known and has been cited earlier. 

In taking this position, the position of 
keeping the docks open, the Navy was conforming to 
the law as set forth in Title 10, U.S. Code, Article 
2464, which is shown here, the section of the code 
which I was personally responsible for 3 years to 

24 maintain, as commander of the Navy Sea Systems 
25 Command. 

6 1 

There was little doubt in my mind in the 
2 bottom 3 lines about maintenance of facilities for 
3 utilization in war and mobilization in emergencies 
4 was primary. To my knowledge, that law has not been 
5 changed. 
6 So what has changed I think may be even a 
7 better question, and Senator Feinstein also mentioned 
8 it, why has a change occurred in this direction? 
9 It's obvious the Navy has abandoned the military 

10 value as the prime criteria for shipyard closure 
considerations in exchange apparently for a 
peace-time capacity consideration. 

It is also apparent from the Navy's recent 
actions aside from BRAC that the Navy prefers the 
building of expensive new maintenance and base 
support facilities, for example, in San Diego, rather 
than using existing facilities that are more than 
adequate in Long Beach. 

Furthermore, the Navy's 1995 proposal appears 
to ignore the Title 10 U.S. Code, as I said. The 
Navy recommendations changed the military value line 

22 as has been mentioned. 
23 And you can see that line up there for 1993 

(CI(I 24 and 1995. The 199 1 line-up had a couple of other 
25 yards in it, but basically wasn't any different as 
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1 far as Long Beach was concerned. 
2 Now, nothing has really changed between 1993 
3 and 1995, at least in my opinion, that would change 
4 the Long Beach military value, and I've seen nothing 
5 in the numbers that would change my mind. With the 

reduction in submarine force by nearly one-half from 
the 87 and planned 100 to less than 50. And in the 
view -- in view of Portsmouth and Pearl Harbor's 
limited capabilities and the high costs, and I'm 
eminently familiar with the quote, I am somewhat 
surprised by the Navy's analysis, although I have not 
had the time to go through all the numbers 
personally. 

The Navy's recommendation to close Long Beach 
and the 2 carrier capable dry docks in Philadelphia 
leaves only 3 carrier and large amphibious ship 
capable dry docks available in the entire continental 
United States, and that includes the civilian dock at 
Newport News. 

The Navy stated rationale is based upon recent 
size of the Navy changes, but the Navy analysis is 
apparently based upon gross numbers, because the 
number of very large ships, the carriers and the 

24 major amphibious ships, remains constant, as you can 
25 see in this graph. The lower line is the Pacific 
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1 Fleet. The upper is the all Navy line for these very 
2 large ships, actually goes up over time. 
3 These are the very ships that require the Long 
4 Beach dry dock. The number of submarines is falling 
5 rapidly, as I said, and the SSN-688 class maintenance 
6 cycle has been extended to 120 months from the 
7 original 60, then 80, and now 120. 
8 Yet the Navy is recommending retention of all 

9 nuclear capability. Selectively, the Navy considers 
10 the private sector in its capacity analysis. It - .  

avoids consideration of the private sector for 
submarine and nuclear repair capability. Yet it 
considers such capacity when counting dry docks and 
when counting surface ship repair capacity, and also 
in home porting decisions such as exists in the San 
Diego example. 

The Navy contends that private capacity is 
outside the BRAC rules. Mr. Nimfakos I believe 
testified to that, although he did not quantlfy it. 
Yet the Newport News carrier dock was certainly 
counted. 

22 What was not counted is the fact that Newport 
23 News could accept 3 in my opinion possibly up to 
24 4 submarine nuclear refueling overhauls 
25 simultaneously and at equal or lower costs that the 
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Navy yards. Portsmouth can do one at a time. Yet 
Portsmouth is considered by the Navy to be vital for 
this function. 

The change in military values between 1993 and 
1995 make Portsmouth and Long Beach about the same, 
and it I believe is not supported by a rational view 
of the facts or the data. 

The Navy's revision of the 1993 military 
9 values is clearly based on considerations other than 

10 objective evaluation and analysis, and I believe 
11 represents a substantial deviation from the BRAC 
12 criteria and also from adherence to Title 10. 
13 It moreover ignores real program ship 
14 maintenance requirements, and it ignores the Pacific 

Fleet commander's own input on the absolute necessity 
to retain the Long Beach dry docking capabilities. 

I have a letter that I quote from, a letter by 
that commander, and I'll give you just a moment to 
read it. I point out that that was very recent. 

The Navy assumed Puget Sound -- I'm sorry. 
Would you go back. Thank you. 

The Navy assumed Puget Sound could accept all 
carrier and large amphibious ship dry dockings as 
well as the submarine work it's doing now. The Navy 
assumed that the private sector capacity could accept 
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all San Diego area nonnuclear work. The Navy assumed 
that a 270 million dollar military construction 
requirement for North Island facilitization would be 
approved by the Congress. And there are other 
assumptions that I have found. In the interests of 
time, I won't go through them all. 

Problems have already risen with the Navy's 
assumptions, however, at the Navy scheduling 
conference which went on this week, for example. And 

10 on the graph you can see what is being discussed and 
what some of the decisions are. Please note that all 

6 of the items cited here, the major ship overhauls, 
until this week were scheduled for Long Beach. They 
all require the dock. 

KITTY HAWK (CVN-63) to Puget Sound in '97. 
There are significant work load issues as weU as the 
delay of the ship and probably the delay of its 
deployment. 

CONSTELLATION (CV-64) scheduled to Pearl 
Harbor in '98. It will not fit in any dock in Pearl 
Harbor. It simply will not fit. They can put other 
ships in that large dock, just barely, but 
CONSTELLATION is 18 feet wider, has larger sponsons, 
and it simply will not go in when you block the ship. 
So there have to be changes made in that solution. 
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The amphibious carriers, the LHAs and LHDs, 
which are very large ships as well, the LHDS 
PELLALLOO, no solution. LHD2 ESSEX, no solu~on. 
LHA 1 to Puget, it will go in the dock in the period 
that they have scheduled, however, the work load 
issue is a major problem. Those are just 5 examples. 

The Puget Sound dock will essentially be 
totally committed and not available for emergency 
work. For years, the Navy authorities have 
recognized docking problems that would exist if Long 
Beach were to be closed. I commissioned the study 
looking at the machinists at AFDV8 when I was 
commander of Naval Sea Systems Command. The studies 
show without doubt that that dry dock cannot accept 
the large amphibious ships. That was the purpose of 
study. 

The study also showed the ones that we did 
that we needed the Long Beach dock both for work and 

for strategic value. The Navy has assumed the Pearl 
Harbor dry dock, Dry Dock 4 could handle caniers. 
However, it could not handle CONSTELLATION at all. 
There is no room in the dock. When you put another 
carrier in the dock, the overhang -- you would have 
to remove all the cranes from the crane tracks before 
you put the ship in. And you would be so close on 
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1 the bow and stern that you would not be able to work 
2 inside the dock with any cranes, and you could not 

1 3 remove the shafting from the ships, and you could not 
4 remove or properly use the propellers. It's that 
5 close. 
6 The dock is not certified for such work. A 

1 7 great deal of dredging would be required from the 
main channel into the area of the dry dock. It is 
simply not a solution without a great deal of 
trouble. The military construction package that I 
generated several years ago for the improvement for 
that dock for nuclear carriers was priced out at 
250 million dollars, and it was not approved. 

The contingency docking in the Atlantic is 
unsatisfactory as well with the abandonment of 
Philadelphia docks. The Navy says their decision -- 
in their decision says Portsmouth is necessary. I 
don't believe that's true. The facts will show that. 

That we must do nuclear work in nuclear 1 facilities, that's not true either. We have been 
21 doing nuclear work in n o ~ u c l e a r  faciLities ever 
22 since we've had nuclear ships. We simply send 
23 nuclear qualified people to do that part of the work 
24 package that deals with the reactor plant. 
25 The Navy says that quality of life requires, 
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and I use their word, that San Diego ships not be 
sent to Long Beach for availabilities. That's a 
policy of the Pacific Fleet. It is inconsistent with 
any other Navy policy. It is not enforced in any 
other area, and in my opinion is a -- is a 
questionable policy when it comes to utilizing your 
intrinsic availability of your infrastructure. 

The Navy decision, then, in my opinion fails 
on military value criteria, and it fails in capacity 
criteria. 

I read a statement recently in Forbes, 27 
March edition by former Secretary of Defense Caspar 
Weinberger, and I quote it here, "Political watchers 
were immediately struck by the fact that while Long 
Beach, which has long been regarded as one of the 
most cost effective and efficient naval shipyards of 
the country is to be closed, the Portsmouth New 
Hampshire shipyard, which has always finished last on 
every list of cost effectiveness is to remain open," 
end quote. 

In some personal correspondence between Former 
Secretary Weinberger and myself, dated as late as 
April 20th, he expressed his regret that he could not 
speak out in defense of his article, because he's on 
travel. He's in Japan today. But he did write to 
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me, and I quote, that he is delighted that the Navy's 
decision will be reviewed, and this is a direct 
quote, "So we can find out what it is that has 
changed the Navy's mind so completely. Even more 
important, perhaps the commissioners can be persuaded 
to keep Long Beach open," end quote. 

Thank you, sir. 
(Clapping. ) 
I will now be followed by Dr. Johnson. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Admiral 

Hekman. We're delighted to have you, Dr. Johnson. 
DR. JOHNSON: Thank you very much, 

Mr. Chairman. Is this on? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is, sir. Spealung 

directly into it helps a great deal. 
DR. JOHNSON: I'm going to discuss the subject 

of excess nuclear capacity versus uncertainty. I'd 
like to quote from the Navy's report, page 1-4. "The 
major driver in the determination of future shipyard 

20 requirements is that the size and nature of the 
21 future fleet is particularly indefunte. This is 
22 true with the attack submarine fleet comprised 
23 principally of SSN-688 class submarines. The 

w 24 national and political pressures are increasingly 
25 impacting the introduction of a replacement 
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submarine. 
So the decision whether to defuel or to refuel 

the SSN-688 fleet, particularly in view of the 
relative youth of this class, is commensurately 
imprecise. 

Further, only one yard, Portsmouth, currently 
supports all SSN-688 requirements. Accordingly, the 
BCEG determined that the naval shipyard Portsmouth 
should be removed from consideration for closure 
because of its unique role as the center of 
excellence for the SSN-688 class submarine. 

Well, first of alI, I'd like to mention that 
Portsmouth is not unique. The Navy plans to perform 
refueling overhauls of SSN-688s at Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. And in 
fact, the fitst one was performed at Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Navy plans refueling trident submarines at 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. The Electric Boat 
Division of General Dynamics is the planning yard for 
the SSN688s and Newport News and Electric Boat could 
also perform these refueling overhauls if necessary. 

What about this uncertainty? It can be 
removed. The SSN new construction rate during the 
Future Years' Defense Plan is at one-half per year. 
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The SSN-23 in '96 and the new attack SSN in '98 and 
double zero. 

Beyond the Future Years' Defense Plan, the 
Navy hopes to build at the rate of 2 per year. The 
work to replace 2 per year can be calculated. If we 
assume that 2 SSN-688 refueling overhauls need to be 
done per year, we can figure out the work load 
associated. 

First of all, their scrapping would be 
eliminated. Therefore, their refueling would not be 
performed, and their cutoff would not be performed. 
The 960 thousand man hours represents that work for 
2 submarines. 

The work added to do a refueling overhaul is 
somewhat variable depending on the overhaul package. 
hut on average 2 submarine's refueling overhaul 
packages would be about 6 point 4 million man hours. 
Therefore, the net required increase in capacity 
would be 5 point 44 million man hours. 

20 These are the BCEG numbers converted from 
21 direct labor -- thousands of direct labor man years 
22 to millions of man hours for consistency with the 
23 previous charge. The total nuclear capacity numbers 
24 from the BCEG converted are 20 point 8 million man 
25 hours of predicted work load, 33 point 28 maximum 
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potential capacity, leaving an excess to nuclear 
capacity of 12 point 48 million. 

If we subtract 2 refueling overhauls from that 
excess capacity, assuming we had to add to the work 
load of 5 point 44 million from the last view graph, 
we see an excess nuclear capacity of about 7 million 
man hours. And, incidentally, nuclear capacity is 
much more expensive to maintain than no~uclear  
capacity. 

I compare this excess nuclear capacity with 
the total nuclear capacity of the Pearl Harbor and 
the Portsmouth Naval Shipyards based on the fiscal 
year '99 maximum potential capacity BCEG numbers, 
which are as shown 6 point 6 million and 7 point 4 
million. 

The bottom line is that either yard's nuclear 
capacity could be eliminated, and the Navy could 
execute the BCEG plan work load plus 2 additional 
SSN-688 refueling overhauls. 

Let's now look at what has happened since the 
data submissions. There was a fleet planning 
conference last fall, and there's one going on this 
week. Norfolk Naval Shipyard was already light as 
they entered the fall in fiscal -- in years 1998 and 
1999. We understand that the CV-66 and the CGN-40 at 

13 

1 Norfolk are now being delayed. Delaying the CGN-40, 

of course, creates more excess nuclear capacity. 
At Long Beach, the CV-63 and CV-64 would have 

to be moved, associated with closing of the yard, and 
Admiral Hekman has already discussed that, but that 
will at least cause dry dock scheduling conflicts at 
Puget Sound, which will result in work load 
bottlenecks at a very minimum. 

And the LHA's appear to be unsolved, at least 
on the West Coast. Maybe they could haul them around 
to the East Coast and do them at Norfolk. 

The Navy is proposing additional nuclear 
capacity at San Diego and Mayforth. Furthermore, the 
Navy avoids consideration of Electric Boat and 
Newport News nuclear capacity. 

The 688 operating cycle was extended to 120 
months between docking selective restricted 
availabilities last December. That is December of 
'94. The impact that is having is that Portsmouth is 
losing 2 in '96, gains 1 in '97, Pearl Harbor is 
losing 2 in '96 and 2 more in '97. 

Furthermore, Portsmouth has no SSN-668 fuehg 
overhauls scheduled for '97 and '98 in our 
understanding. The Navy is apparently planning to 
move work scheduled to the private sector, both 

74 

SCRUNCHTM 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 

nuclear and nonnuclear to Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
to compensate for this. 

Portsmouth has not done surface ship work in 
decades. It does not possess the skills and 
processes. Surface ship work would be either 
expensive and/or poor quality. 

Portsmouth's Dry Dock Number 2 is tied up with 
submarine work. The smallest Navy surface battalion 
is the FFG-7, Class Friggett. 

Dry Dock Number 1 at Portsmouth is not long 
enough for an FFG-7. Dry Dock Number 3 at Portsmouth 
is long enough for an FFG-7, but all the FFG-7s will 
be out of commission about the year 2005. 

It is unclear what surface ship work 
Portsmouth wiU do over the long haul that would 
merit the investment in new skills and processings in 
the short term. 

Hence, excess nuclear capacity has increased 
since date of submission. 

To summarize, there is excess nuclear capacity 
equal to the total nuclear capacity at either Pearl 
Harbor Naval Shipyard or Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
This is the same conclusion that the Joint 
Cross-Service working group came to. 

The Spring Fleet Planning Conference is 
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reducing the work load further. Norfolk is 
apparently getting excess nuclear capacity as a 
result of these changes from the conference. Puget 
has large dry dock conflicts. 

I conclude that the Navy's BRAC conclusions 
run counter to its own data and analysis, and that 
the commission should add Pearl Harbor and Portsmouth 
to the list, reanalyze Pearl Harbor, Portsmouth, and 
Long Beach, and reconsider the Navy's 
recommendations. 

Thank you. 

(Clapping .) 
MR. GURZI: Members of the Commission and 

staff, my name is Bill Gurzi. I'm here as Chairman 
of the Southern California Committee to Save our 
Shipyard. 

Before I begin my presentation, I just want to 
offer the apologies of Harbor Commission President 
Carmen Perez. She had a fight to catch and was not 
able to stay for the rest of the hearing. She offers 
her apologies. 

The Save our Shipyard Committee has monitored 
the base closure activities since long before the 
first BRAC round in 1988. Since 1990, we have even 
monitored the communications of the private sector, 
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and their paper trail leads us to one inescapable 
conclusion, and that is that the only beneficiaries 
from the closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard would 
be the private sector in San Diego, not the Navy, not 
the Department of Defense. 

So before any proper decision can be reached 
on the fate of Long Beach, the private sectors 
capability within the home port will have to be very 
carefully evaluated. 

After all, as history has shown very 
painfully, once a shipyard is closed, it is closed 
forever. So did the Navy properly quan* private 
sector capabilities before recommending closure? 
According to testimony which your BCEG member Charles 
Nemfakos, their capability was looked at, but never 
quantified. 

Before we let Mr. Nemfakos off the list -- off 
the hook too quickly, I'd like to defer to paperwork 
which he submitted to the previous BRAC commission in 
1993. On this very same subject, he stated, 
"Principal dependency, not transient dependency or 
occasional dependency, but principal dependency on 
the private sector to accomplish work load and to 
respond to unplanned emergent and urgent repair puts 
fleet readiness at risk." 
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Would the fleet be at risk if Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard closes? Well, it only takes one look at 
this chart to understand how inadequate the private 
sector's dry docking capabilities are compared to 
Long Beach, and in pdcu la r  Long Beach's Dry Dock 
Number 1. 

Of these 8 ship classifications, which 
represent the largest hulls in the Pacific Fleet, 6 
cannot be dry docked in San Diego, but all 8 can be 
easily accommodated at Long Beach Naval Shipyard's 
Dry Dock Number 1. 

(Clapping .) 
The Navy and the private sector in San Diego 

rely upon Long Beach for dry-docking of big ships. 
We know that. But Long Beach's Dry Dock Number 1 is 
also designated as the West Coast emergency dry dock 
for all 100 surface ships of the Pacific Fleet, and 
our Numbers 2 and 3 dry docks can handle the majority 
of these ships as well. Our work force is Strike 3. 
There's is not. And it's available to the Navy 
around the clock. Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the 

22 only West Coast resource for these very important 
23 services: Sonar dome installation and maintenance, 

J 24 gyrocompass testing, and rotor post repair. 
25 Since 1990, the Port of San Diego Ship Repair 
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Association has charged publicly that unless Long 
Beach closes, they will be forced -- their member 
yards will be forced out of business, but over the 
last 5 years that claim has been defied. 

Now, 5 years later, Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
has reduced its work force by over 1,000 men and 
women, while employment at San Diego's private sector 
yards has actually increased 7 percent since January 
of 1994. 

The committee has reviewed the reports and 
position statements offered over the past BRAC rounds 
by the Board of San Diego Ship Repair Association. 
And their claims have changed very little since 199 1. 
Ironically, they claim today, and accurately I would 
add, that the man-day rate at Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is about twice that of their yards. The 
man-day rate is the cost of one man or woman working 
one 8-hour shift. 

They state, and we will not argue, that the 
cost of a man day at Long Beach is nearly twice what 
it is at a San Diego yard. 

And they also state, again accurately, that 
our employees, about 300 of which are sitting in this 
room, earn nearly half again as much hourly as their 
employees do. We won't argue that. They have a 
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lower man-day rate. They have a lower pay scale. 
But what they fail to answer is the question 

how do they explain the fact that on identical ships 
and identical ship repair packages repair costs in 
the private sector at San Diego come out as much or 
even more than they do at Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

This chart represents one -- one overhaul -- 
one set of overhaul packages for one classification 
of ships. These are guided missile cruisers. These 
are the only classification of ships that I could get 
data from the Navy without a subpoena. Otherwise I'd 
have more classifications to show you. 

These are identical work packages. They were 
performed both in Long Beach and in San Diego. Note 
that the average cost per ship at the very bottom 
line, which you probably can't see. The average -- 
and, Mike, you may want to slide that up, because 
those bottom numbers are very important. 

The average cost per ship at San Diego is 
about equal, a little bit higher than the average at 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. But note, too, that when 

22 Long Beach implemented its now copied program of cost 
23 cutting starting in 1988, the next year, 1989, the 
24 cost of that overhaul actually declined. 
25 Yet from 1989, the right column, to 1992, all 
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1 the way at the bottom, in the private sector the 
2 final cost steadily rose. 

Now, again this table represents only one ship : classification, but it goes to support the general 
5 accounting offices claim back in 1990 that findings 
6 of -- that early claims of cost savings in the 

private sector cannot be substantiated. 
Yet, the Navy took the private sector's 

man-day rate and used that to arrive at their 
unfortunately bogus claim of 1 point 9 billion 
dollars in savings over 20 years by closing Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard and transferring those people's 
work loads down to San Diego. 

In further irony, San Diego claims they can 
provide all the capability that the Navy needs. But 
as that first chart on dry docking clearly showed, 
17 percent or the Pacific Fleet, or nearly 52 percent 
of the biggest ships in the Pacific absolutely cannot 
be dry docked in San Diego. But they'll fit like a 
very small hand in a very big glove at Long Beach's 
Dry Dock Number 1. 

(Clapping.) 
And as to their equally bold claim that they 

can provide considerably more military value to the 
Navy than does Long Beach Naval Shipyard, well, so 

8 1 

far no private sector data has been submitted to the 
DOD for certification. 

As we speak, ladies and gentlemen, Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard personnel are in San Diego. They are 
in Pearl Harbor. They are at Norfolk, and those of 
you that were at Long Beach yesterday know that a 
Tiger Team is now being dispatched to Philadelphia to 
work on ships that are currently undergoing repairs 
there. 

There is no substitute for excellence, and San 
Diego's private sector is no substitute individually 
or collectively for the men and women and their 
skills at Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

(Clapping.) 
The great tragedy scripted by the Navy's 

recommendation to close Long Beach is that without 
this last remaining conventional shipyard, there will 
be no strike-free work force to unconditionally 
support the Pacific Fleet. 

There will be no performance benchmark to 
check the private sectors recurring cost overruns. 
And as you heard yesterday if you were in Long Beach, 
by Shirley Morhesa representing the Federal Manager's 
Association, the GAO themselves stated that those 
cost overruns are a problem. 
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1 The private sector and not the Navy will 
2 determine repair scheduling and repair priorities. 
3 Further, private sector business failures, 
4 unfortunately Like those at Todd Shipyards and Tecoma 
5 Boat, will reduce repair capability below tolerable 
6 levels on this coast. 

A uniquely skilled work force already in place 
today at Long Beach will be lost forever. And then 
who will the Navy send to San Diego to supplement 
their limited capabilities. 

(Clapping.) 
On the East Coast -- on the East Coast, 

private sector capabilities actually complement the 
public sector. But here on the West Coast, it's a 
totally different picture. 

Surrendering control of the San Diego fleet to 
the San Diego private shipyards would be an 
irresponsible and unfortunately irreversible act by 
the Navy. 

Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 

Mr. Guni. 
VICE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: For most of this century 

Long Beach has served as a major home port for Navy 
ships. And I'm going to cut through this in the 
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interest of time, but right now one of the major 
issues in the Navy centers around nuclear carrier 
home porting, and carrier and very large ship 
maintenance and docking. We mentioned some of that 
before. 

The Navy Pacific solution is to home port 3 
nuclear carriers in San Diego commencing with the 
first in October of 1988. And the Navy contends that 

that's a less costly option than placing the ships in 
Long Beach. 

The Navy also says that Long Beach could not 
be facilitated until the year 2003. Finally, the 
Navy contends that the Long Beach facility is 
necessary even before the North Island facility is 
necessary, even if Long Beach were to be used for a 
home port. 

There's been a great deal of study on this 
subject back in 1985 when the Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command under then Aryo Montoya's office 
here on the West Coast looked at a report by the firm 
of Lee and Row of Pasadena, California. It's a very 
comprehensive report, updated as late as December 
1994. 

And it said home porting of nuclear carriers 
at Long Beach is feasible and with little work at a 
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cost of between 7 to 25 million dollars. It assumes 
the naval station is open. There's a more recent 
March 1995 study by the commander of the Naval Air 
Force Pacific Fleet, and the GAO review of the same. 

That sort of prices out the Long Beach option 
at about 700 million dollars and about 500 million in 
total for the San Diego option. I guess somewhere 
there's a middle ground between these 2. 

In my professional reading of both, I come 
much closer to the Lee and Row report that was 
commissioned earlier. 

The Navy's report has a lot of things that it 
doesn't consider. For example, ship recurring 
maintenance costs, comparison of local assets outside 
the facilities. It assumes regular maintenance and 
repair can be accomplished in San Diego by building a 
270 million dollar complex by local private 
contractors by about 900 per diem nuclear workers 
from Puget Sound, although they did not do a cost 
comparison on that with Long Beach. 

It assumes many costly shipyard improvements 
that have to made, which is not what the Lee and Row 
report says, nor do I believe that to be true. 

It assumes that the North Island facilities 
would be required anyway in order to offload aircraft 

85 

says that within a three-quarter hour commute during 
rush traffic here, there are 27 thousand civilian 
units that are both affordable and meet the highest 
of Navy standards. 

That rental purchase costs in San Diego are 
far less than they are here at Long Beach. The GAO 
takes the counter position and points out that that 
is not true by a significant 30 percent differential. 

The GAO points out the Navy did not mention 
the 6 thousand unit shortage in San Diego or the 
two-year waiting time to get in. 

The GAO questioned the reasonableness of Navy 
base support estimates. They said 167 million in San 
Diego, and 224 million in Long Beach. The GAO only 
pulled a few things out, like saying 86 million too 
high for parking, admin, dental, dining, and VOQ, 5 
items, which the GAO said shouldn't exceed 4 million. 

The GAO also believes that the Navy's 
estimates for dredging in Long Beach are 
significantly overstated, and perhaps by as much as 
67 million dollars. 

GAO questioned the estimates for upgrading the 
shipyard versus the cost of building the new 
maintenance facilities in San Diego, and then showed 
some examples that weren't covered, but the basic 
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It bases its study on 3 carriers in home port 
at the same time, which is highly unlikely, but then 
it also analyzes all options zeroed down to 3 or up 
to 3, and comes up with the same basic conclusion, 
that it is always better to go with San Diego. 

The general accounting office conducted a 
review of this study. It's only a partial review. 
It's continuing, but they have issued an interim 
report, which is dated the 2 1st of April of this 
year. And the review contains some significant 
findings. 

And I don't have time to give you a complete 
discussion of what the GAO report does say, the 
interim report. 1'11 cover a few of the items in 
order to demonstrate that the GAO views with 
skepticism many of the Navy's assumptions, and 
certainly with a great deal of scepticism a 
significant amount of the data. A few of the 
comments are here. 

The Navy says you got to build 1708 new 

* I and for transient berthing. 
GAO discussion of the Navy's position leads 

the reader to the conclusion that it's primarily 
based on a desire to operate out of North Island, and 
I can understand that. It's a nice place. I've been 
home ported there as well, but I've also been home 
ported in Long Beach, and I found it equally as nice 
a home to live. 

San Diego, they claim has all of the things 
shown, which is true. The GAO challenged the 
adjacent airfield. San Diego said that the report 
said they needed to offload aircraft there. The GAO 
found through a Navy review that that occurred about 
once every 3 years, and that they don't have that 
urgency at other ports. 

And a number of other issues that were brought 
up. The bottom line really being CVN's carriers are 
maintenance intensive. I was a chief engineer for 
nuclear carrier for 4 years, and I can certainly 
attest to the fact that it was home 52 days in that 
time. 

1 question is yet unanswered. 
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dollars. The GAO says none are needed. The Navy 

' ~ ( i  2; says that there are only 6 thousand civilian units 
25 that meet Navy specs for purchase or rent. The GAO 
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22 It's more advantageous, at least in my mind, 
23 to bring ships to the facility than it is to go out 
24 and try to build a facility and then bring ships to 
25 the one that you build. You certainly ought to use 
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1 what you've got. 
2 (Clapping .) 
3 So I propose that in addition to the shipyard 
4 issue, the home porting issue, the advantages of the 
5 home port be kept in mind by the commission as they 
6 go through their very difficult task of analyzing 
7 this particular area. 
8 There are enormous advantages in keeping the 
9 Long Beach Shipyard open and in using it as a home 

10 port, and they're just quickly summarized here. 
11 I just think that a reevaluation is essential. 
12 And now again I'll be followed by Dr. Johnson, who 
13 will talk about some possible realignment 
14 possibilities for this coast other than the proposal 
15 oftheNavy. 
16 DR. JOHNSON: Thank you. I will be very 

brief. We believe that restructuring is necessary 
because of the plummeting work of the Navy depot work 
load in the ship area, that command and excess 
overhead at Pearl Harbor and Long Beach should be 
eliminated, and that consideration should be given to 
home porting carriers at Long Beach, and also that 
Long Beach be considered part of the San Diego home 

Po*. 
I will only discuss specifically structuring 
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options. I have no strong preference among them. 
Nor do I see major cost differences between them. 
The Navy should make the final choice on the context 
of an overall ship depot maintenance strategy. 

I have some concerns with their cost estimates 
of savings I'd like to submit for the record. 

There are 2 basic alternatives, and in the 
fust alternative there are 2 options. You could 
place Pearl Harbor and Long Beach under the technical 
and management control of the Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard. Within that, the 2 options are to make 
them ship repair facilities. 

The second option would be to make them 
detachments of Puget Sound. 

The first option is SRS, the repair 
facilities. They would report to the fleet 
maintenance officer, Pacific. He would in turn 
delegate management and technical authority to the 
commanding officer at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 
Right now, the fleet maintenance officer Pacific is 
already the commanding officer of Puget's homeless 
sole customer. 

The second option would be as detachments. 
This would allow the commander officer at Puget to 
optimize the use of all 3 sets of facilities to 
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satisfy the Pacific Fleet requirements. This would 
be completely consistent with the proposed business 
operating center concept that the Navy is 
investigating for the shipyards. 

This Option 2 would be the most 
straightforward chain of command, but in practice it 
in fact is not very much different from Option 1. 

Alternative 2 would be to assign Pearl Harbor 
Naval Shipyard and Long Beach Naval Shipyard to the 
regional maintenance centers at Pearl Harbor and San 
Diego. As part of the regional maintenance centers, 
they would report again to the fleet maintenance 
officer Pacific. 

That is why I'm saying that it's all very 
similar. The Navy needs to figure out if the -- what 
would be the optimal strategy as far as an overall 
maintenance strategy. 

In addition, I believe you should consider 
home porting 2 or 3 CVs, CVNs at Long Beach. 
Continuing to maintain a home port infrastructure at 
Long Beach is much less expensive than building 
maintenance facilities at San Diego. This is a 
sensible quality of life improvement for the sailors. 

Thank you very much. 
(Clapping. ) 

9 1 

VICE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: Thank you very much, 

Dr. Johnson. I failed to say about Dr. Johnson that 
in his distinguished civilian service in the Navy, he 
won the meritorious civilian service award twice, and 
the superior civilian service award twice. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Excellent. 
CONGRESSMAN HORN: Let me just briefly wrap it 

up. You've seen a number of us repeat the simple 
truth that the study of the Navy is deeply flawed. 
It was contrived to generate a predetermined set of 
answers. You've heard from 2 experts, Admiral Hekman 
and Dr. Johnson, who know the Navy from the inside as 
well as can observe things objectively without, who 
understand the differences between the capabilities 
of private and public yards. 

What we see in all of this is not only that 
they violate the basic law that guides this 
commission, the commission who is so ably 
administered, they have deviated from the possesses 
set down in the law. And beyond that, they deviated 
from basic common sense, and I can't believe they 
don't know it. 

There is greater excess nuclear capacity than 
there is nonnuclear. Everyone knows that. The Navy 
set out to do something about it. And in their sort 

92 

SCRUNCHm Pages 89 - 92 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 23 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

of magical way, like naval assignments of people 
skilled in logistics to be a cook, which was true in 
the second world war, they have decided to cancel the 
nomuclear yards to get at nuclear capacity. I'd 
find that rather ironic if it wasn't so pitiful. 

But we have suggested to you a win-win 
situation, which Dr. Johnson and Admiral Hekman have 
just elaborated, and that is realigning both Pearl 
Harbor and Long Beach including the Long Beach Naval 

Shipyard in the Regional Maintenance Center Concept, 
and that keeps the industrial capabilities of Long 
Beach and its quality work force available to the 
Navy. 

In terms of the realignment decision, it's 
going to obviously save dollars. In terms of where 
the nuclear carriers should go, several top experts 
in the Navy have told me that you can do it at Long 
Beach through what the study said about 7 to 25 
million, that no dredging charges are made to the 
federal government at Long Beach. They are in San 
Diego. 

They are talking about somewhere between 500 
million and 750 million, and a number of people that 
have looked at the San Diego situation says that will 
easily go to 1 billion. 
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The fact of life is we should think not only 
about the defense budget being effectively used, but 
we should think about the American taxpayer's dollars 
being picked. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a critical 
asset. It's at the southern part of the major 
intermodal project in the nation, which is the 
20-mile Alameda comdor that is merging 3 railroad 
lines so they can go dockside at the Port of L. A., 
the Port of Long Beach, the major port complex in 
America. 

And that will also help delivering inventory 
in a timely cost effective way to the naval shipyard, 
and moving supplies and objects to be repaired in the 
depot maintenance concept easily in and out of that 
shipyard. 

I want to thank each of the commissioners for 
being here today. Welcome to California. We're 
sorry it's under such sad, tension ridden 
circumstances. We hope you'll come back and enjoy 
both Northern and Southern California, and we 
appreciate your patience and attentiveness. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, sir. 

(Clapping. 
Ladies and gentlemen, we're going to have one 
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question from Commissioner Cox. Then we're going to 

take a break until 3:05, when we'll hear from the 
folks talking about the Sierra Army Depot. 
Commissioner Cox? 

COMMISSIONER COX: I think, Admiral Hekman, 
you would be the appropriate person, but anyone. 
When we went through this in 1993, they outlined some 
of the very same difficulties you all raised with 
replacing the dry dock capacity at Long Beach. At 

10 the time there was some thought that we would be able 
11 to use a portable dry dock or floating dry dock I 
12 believe out of Subic Bay. You mentioned a little bit 
13 yesterday, but I wonder if you could give us a quick 
14 answer on your thoughts on whether that's an option? 
15 VICE ADMIRAL HEKMAN: I did a study in 1990 

when I was commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command 
of the dock in Subic Bay. It's called the machinist, 
or it's now in mothballs in Hawaii. That dock was 
looked at by the Navy at that time by myself for the 
large amphibious ships. 

The study was it showed that the dock could 
not take these ships. Then we looked at could we 
improve the dock in order to take the ships. With a 
significant amount of money, probably in the 
neighborhood of 75 to 100 million dollars, we would 
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1 -- we would have to put over 8 thousand tons of 
2 additional material into the dock to give it the 
3 strength that it needed. It being designed at 25 
4 thousand tons, and the ship in its very lightest 
5 condition is 25 thousand 700 tons. 
6 With that 700-ton difference, there was a high 
7 risk capability with adding 8 thousand tons of 
8 material to strengthen the dock to bring it to the 

9 specifications. It no longer had the lift capacity 
10 in order to lift the ship. So we abandoned that. 
11 That was recently looked at again, and a study 
12 came out in San Diego which said that it was possible 
13 to do. But that study used a commercial design lift 
14 capacity of 3 1 thousand tons. 

I Is So in order to settle the argument, a recent 
16 look was made by a company in Massachusetts that 
17 certifies the Navy docks. I forget the name. 
18 Crandall Dry Dock Engineering Company. It's a very 
19 reputable firm, been doing it for almost a century. 
20 Their bottom line was that, yes, if you didn't use 
21 military specifications, it was possible to do. But 
22 with military specifications, it was definitely not 
23 possible to do, and their recommendation was to 
24 excess the dock and sell it to the commercial sector 
25 where there is a market. 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
2 CHAtRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Admiral Hekman. 

-: We will be back in session promptly at 3:05. 
(Recess was taken.) 

5 -- -- 

6 
7 
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9 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you fine folks please 
stand and raise your right hand. Do you solemnly 
swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to 
give to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I understand that each of you 

has been assigned a certain number of minutes, and 
we'll proceed on that basis. You have your timer 
over there. 

MR. LENSING: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Lensing, 

we're delighted to have you, Chairman of the 
Committee to Retain Sierra Army Depot, Mr. Jack 
Lensing. 

MR. LENSING: Good afternoon. My name is Jack 
Lensing, Chainnan of the Committee to Retain Sierra 
Army Depot, and past president of the Lassen County 
Chamber of Commerce. I'm pleased to have Lyle Lough, 
Lassen County Supervisor, and James Jeskey, Mayor of 
the city of Susanville, spealung with me this 
morning. 

The materials we have provided and this 
presentation will point out the capabilities that 
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Sierra possesses which were not adequately assessed 
in the Army's deliberations. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Stop the clock. Close the 
doors. Get the people outside. Start the clock. 

MR. LENSING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The 
materials we have provided and the presentation will 
point out the capabilities Sierra possesses, which 
were not adequately assessed in the Army's 
deliberation. 

Also, we'll address why the projected one-time 
costs are estimated to be too low and estimated 
manpower and recurring savings are too high. 

These 2 elements alone combine to make 
Sierra's realignment a bad business decision. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Lensing, stop. What's 
going on out here? Get that out of here. Now, 
Mr. Lensing, I'm going to have order for you or we're 
going to have a fight. 

MR. LENSING: I would certainly appreciate you 
asanally. 

CHAIRMAN DLXON: You're going to have to come 
with me. You're a lot bigger guy. 

MR. LENSING: We'll do it. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, have you -- we have not 

interrupted his time. Are you comfortable, or would 
100 
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you like to start over? 
MR. LENSING: Whatever's the -- 
CHAlRMAN DIXON: Your pleasure, Mr. Lensing. 
MR. LENSING: We'll just continue on if you 

don't mind. Most of this is written testimony. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Lensing. 

MR. LENSING: And I'd like to reinforce it. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I apologize to you, sir. 
MR. LENSING: Thank you. There are many more 

failings to the Army's BRAC 95 process and 
methodologies. It is these areas we'll spend most of 
our time highlighting. We hope that by the end of 
the presentation you'll agree that Sierra's location, 
efficiencies, and capabilities, make it the perfect 
fit for America's Army and the nation. 

As we studied the process that put Sierra on 
the block, we came to realize the Army failed to 
credit Sierra properly for its many strengths, some 
unique or shared by only a couple of installations. 

At the same time, the Army failed to ensure 
its work was completed using accurate data and 
following logical constructs throughout their 
analyses. We'll address these 2 areas in detail. 

Putting the bottom line up front, we believe 
Sierra should not be downsized. In fact, we think 

questionable, short-term expediencies. 
We're not going to dwell on each of the 

strengths, but do want to underscore the magnitude of 
differences between Sierra and other depots in 2 
areas: cost and demil capability. 

As you can see, Sierra is over 10 dollars per 
hour cheaper than its closest competitor. Also with 
the savings of 10 dollars per ton, the taxpayer will 
save a tidy amount, over half a million, on Sierra's 
fiscal year '95 demil program. When an installation 
costing so much less than the average is removed from 
the system, the only way the expenses can go is up. 

Moreover, look at the enonnous capacity for 
demil that Sierra has, 35 times greater than the next 
most capable. Let me repeat that. 35 times greater. 

We've included two charts in your materials 
showing what this really means. The amount of 
material which can be demiled in one day at Sierra 
will take from 35 to 1400 days to complete at other 
installations. These two charts should highlight the 
need for keeping this capability. 

Finally, Sierra has been a key contributor to 
the Navy's ability to meet international treaty 
obligations. We do not know of any other fac5ty 
that can meet their needs. 

operation project stocks and the ammunition storage 
missions. By the time the Army adds back the 
p e r s o ~ e l  necessary to support the operation project 
stocks mission, the potential to leverage an accepted 
business principle -- the economy of scale -- should 
provide sufficient incentive to increase, not reduce 
the mission. 

These are some of the specific strengths 
Sierra has to offer: warfighting commanders, joint 
planners and taxpayers alike. I'd like you to note 
the Army's guidance shown at the top of the slide. 

The essence of affordably projecting America's 
military power is represented on the slide. Lowest 
costs, best location, an on-site airfield capable of 
handling the largest of our Air Force's aircraft, 
and a demil capability that will do 3 1 percent of all 
the Department of Defense's work this year. Add the 
two main lines for the major east-west railroads, an 
unlimited ability to expand the operation, and an 
ideal climate to store the rapidly growing munitions 
stockpile of all services, and it's clear Sierra is a 
world-class power projection platform. 

Therefore, it should be carefully protected in 
the national interest, not thrown away by 
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1 its many attributes demand an expansion of both the 
with the Army's process for ammo storage facilities. 
The Army's process was specifically criticized in the 
GAO report for the accuracy of some data used in the 
military value analysis for ammo storage 
installations. In their review, they validated 
existence of some data inaccuracies. We believe 
these problems are significant factors for Sierra. 

Additionally, we believe there are other major 
weaknesses not identified by the GAO. The errors 
range from those associated with incorrect 
classification of installations, the failure to 
resolve questions raised by conflicting studies, the 
use of bad data, garbage in-garbage out COBRA 
analysis, and basing the military value analysis on a 
seriously flawed, subordinate study. 

The fust problem is that the Army used a 
mission area, munitions storage, to characterize the 
function of the entire installation and its work 
force. Obviously, this stemmed from a lack of 
appreciation for what actually takes place at Sierra 
and led the analysts to make bad assumptions. 

These assumptions, as reflected in the COBRA 
analysis, led the Army's leadership to believe the 
costs are lower and the savings higher than possible. 

104 

103 

1 NOW, turning to the next major area, problems 

SCRUNCHTM Pages 101 - 104 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 

- 
26 



readiness functions were being accomplished, * end 
quote. 

As you can see, both the WASP and the Army's 
BRAC staff addressed similar issues. 

However, we're at a loss to understand how 
these two analyses caa come to such diametrically 
opposed conclusions. Based on Savanna's regional 
hearings, we understand your staff is wrestling with 
the storage capacity question, so we're not going to 
delve into this further at this time. 

Now, here are some points which scream for 
attention. The data used in 6 of 17 areas was wrong, 
simply, irrefutably incorrect in 35 percent of the 
cases. In fact, the situation was so bad that the 
GAO raised it in both their report and testimony to 
you. The quotation is from their report, but we feel 
sure you have a better appreciation for this area 
than words can convey. 

We've included a matrix which identifies the 
errors for Sierra. It also shows how, if the correct 
data is used, Siena's ranking moves from Number 7 up 

to Number 3. 
Of special note is that the Army contributed 

to the problem by departing from their procedures in 
previous BRAC rounds. Unlike BRAC '91 and '93, the 
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area of Sierra for BRAC 95. Obviously, adding the 
Reno area has a dramatic effect of Sierra resource 
pool for assessing available work force. We believe 
that based on using the determination of economic 
areas, guidance from DOD policy memorandum 3, that 

the Reno area should have been included in Sierra's 
economic area. It was during BRAC '93. 

In fairness, we have to acknowledge the 
efforts DOD made to ensure consistency of data 
measurement across installations. 

However, although consistency can be a virtue, 
too rigid an approach distorts, not clarifies, the 
analysis. 

One final example of data errors. Sierra 
reported 2 numbers for the cost of using a landfill. 
The higher applies to an off-site base, and the lower 
to the on-site location. They also indicated they 
used the on-site at 37 dollars. However, the Army 
analysis used the 110 dollar figure, which led to an 
indication of possible out-year problems, which is 
incorrect. 

Again, reconciliation would have prevented 
this. 

There are other additional errors in this 
attribute area. Instead of wallung through each one, 
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1 We'll address the magnitude of these errors later. 
2 Before we leave this slide, it's important to 
3 note the OPS stock mission is one which has been 
4 increasing. Currently, Sierra maintains 5 of the 16 
5 OPS stock items in the Army inventory. 
6 As the Army's center of technical excellence 
7 for OPS stocks, it's reasonable to expect much of the 
8 material moved as a result of BRAC transitions would 
9 come this way. 

10 Also, as our Army transitions to a conus based 
11 force and returns with its equipment, the requirement 
12 will grow. This indicates Sierra will continue to be 
13 a vital piece of the Army well into the future. We 
14 think it's more effective to spread the costs of 
15 keeping the gates open across a larger, not a 
16 smaller, operation. 
17 One of the studies referenced in the Army's 
18 documentation is called the Wholesale Ammunition 
19 Stockpile Program or WASP. It was completed with 
20 participation from each of the services and took a 
21 comprehensive look at the current and future 
22 stockpile management funding dilemma. It's focus, 
23 concern that, quote, "degradation in stockpile 
24 safety, readiness, and quality was occurring based 
25 upon the reduced level at which essential stockpile 
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1 Department of the Army made no efforts to reconcile 
2 differences between what they chose to use and the 
3 data submitted by the installation. 
4 Had they done so, there would either have been 
5 neither -- no bad data used or no opportunities for 
6 communities to raise the question. Because they did 
7 not, we are, and believe the GAO's report supports 
8 the assertion. 
9 The first attribute measured in the Army's 

10 analysis was about 57 thousand square feet in area. 
11 This resulted when Sierra incorrectly used the 
12 category definitions provided. The fact remains, 
13 however, that the numbers used in the Anny's analysis 
14 was wrong. It would seem the process of data 
15 collection, certification, and validation should have 
16 caught this mistake. 
17 Perhaps if the Department of the Army had 
18 taken some efforts to reconcile apparent errors with 
19 the installation, bad data would not be found in 
20 sufficient amount to warrant the GAO's comments. 
21 In this case, the difference between the 
22 figures represented a significant tonnage of munition 
23 storage capacity. 
24 This charts reflects the difference between 
25 including the Reno, Nevada, area and the economic 
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1 we've provided a chart showing some of the 
2 differences between what Sierra reported and the 
3 Department of Army BRAC staff used. In all cases -- 

- 4  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Lensing, are you going to 

conclude, sir, shortly? Thank you. 
MR. LENSING: In all cases, Sierra has 

validated their original input. In some cases, the 
value is even higher than originally submitted. 

One final point before leaving the issue of 
BRAC data accuracy. There may be even more errors 
than what we've noted. The reason I say this is the 
difficulty we've had in obtaining the certified data 
used in the analysis. 

In fact, we understood that even the depot 
staff has fully not received a copy of the data 
actually used by the Army in the analysis. 

We had expected the Department of the Army to 
18 be much more responsive to requests for information 
19 about the process. After all, it's supposed to be an 
20 open one. It doesn't appear the Army shares that 
21 view. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Lensing. 
23 We'll have to hear from Mayor Jim Jesky now. Thank 
24 you very much. Mayor Jim Jesky . 
25 MAYOR JESKY: Thank you. Here we see the 

I impact of bad data on the input of the COBRA model. 
2 First, the costs. The Army failed to acknowledge the 

expense of moving ammunition that won't be destroyed. 
This is the good stuff. It will cost between 38 and 
91 million dollars, depending on where it's moved. 

Also, there are dollars associated with 
dending of Sierra Army Depot current inventory. 
Even if completed at Sierra, with the attendant cost 
savings, it's still 19 million. These are two of the 
larger areas overlooked. 

I1 The personnel savings are particularly 
12 troubling, because the Army's recommendation fails to 
13 leave enough people in place to do the job necessary. 
14 A detailed look at how this occurred is in your 
15 materials. 
16 In a nutshell, the Army has shorted the depot 
17 about 280 people. This error will reduce the steady 
18 state savings about approximately 34 percent per 
19 year. That's 5 point million, give or take, and is a 
20 substantial piece of even Bill Gates' personal income 
21 taxes. 
22 Errors in the data are not unique to Sierra 
23 Amy Depot. This chart shows the munitions storage 
24 capacity credited to 5 locations in both BRAC '93 and 
25 '95. It would seem to us that this kind of asset 
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1 would be relatively fmed. We really don't 
2 understand how this kind of capacity could change so 
3 much. 
4 Sierra had the smallest change, with an 
5 increase of about 7 point 8 percent. The next lowest 
6 was at 30 percent, while Tooele grew an amazing 114 
7 percent between the 2 BRACs. This kind of gross 
8 inconsistency should certainly warrant the 
9 commission's scrutiny prior to accepting the Army's 

10 recommendation. 
We also identify problems with the Army's BRAC 

process. For example, the Army's report states 
ammunition storage facilities support the operational 
requirement of power projections. The BRAC analysis 
failed to use any meaningful measures of merit to 
assess the ability to project power. 

First, they only evaluated distances to 
airfields, ports, railheads, and interstate highways. 
They did not measure the ability to prepare, load, or 
deliver munitions to aay of these transportation 
nodes. 

We'll skip the next bullet and address the 
issue of outload capacity later. 

24 Second, they ignored the cost differences 
25 between installations. They penalized cost effective 

11 1 

depots and rewarded the more expensive ones. 
Finally, no weight was given to the efficiency 

of moving the munitions. Certainly, Sierra Army 
4 Depot's 2 main rail lines can feed material to the 

( 5 western ports faster than other installations without I ; such direct access. 
Also, their onsite airfield allows tremendous 

responsibility, responsiveness for time critical 
items. 

Another criticism of the Army's BRAC process 
is that the munition storage function was based on a 
subordinate product called the Tier Depo Analysis. 
It also has large problems. The decision to insert 
its results in the BRAC process introduced fatal 
errors into the Army's analysis. 

For example, only 4 of the tiering studies 
measures were even addressed in the BRAC matrix. As 
previously mentioned, those 4 measures of merit were 
looked at about as superficially as possible. 

More importantly, the data used in the tiering 
study does not appear to have been certified in 
accordance with the law, DOD policy, or the Army's 
process. If this is correct, and we believe it is, 
the Army based its BRAC recommendations on 
n o n ~ e ~ e d  data in violation of Public Law 10 1-5 10, 
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as amended. 
Finally, and almost as importantly, the data 

used was not correct. 
This is representation of the Army's process 

for ammo storage installations as shown in their 
report. We're not going to belabor this point. We 
want to emphasize the role of the military value 
assessment as quoted at the top of the slide. In the 
Army's process, quote, "The MVA provides the basis 
for identifying BRAC study candidates," unquote. 
This did not happen with the ammo storage facilities. 

Although 2 installations not addressed by the 
tiering study were included as BRAC study candidates, 
they were subsequently eliminated from closure 
realignment consideration based on their chemical 
munitions demil capabilities. Essentially, 
installations with capable -- with chemical demil 
capabilities were categorically excluded. 

The next slide shows how the integration of 
the tiering study results and the BRAC analysis fails 
to comply with the Army process. 

Since the operational blueprint for this 
category specifically directs the elimination of Tier 
3 installations, no other Tier 1 or 2 facilities were 

25 ever at risk. As previously stated, the tiering w' 113 

study, not the installation assessment, nor the 
military value analysis, determined which 
installations were Tier 1, 2, or 3. 

Therefore the operational blueprint demanded 
the BRAC study candidates include all installations 
classified by the tiering study as Tier 3 and ignore 
the remainder. In short, the purpose of the Army's 
BRAC '95 process, as it related to munitions storage 
installations, was to eliminate facilities already 
set up for closure or realignment by another study. 

The Tier 3 installations never had a chance. 
They went directly from being identified by one bad 
analysis to being selected for closure or realignment 
by another. 

And, again, we'd like to point out that the 
certified data the Army collected for BRAC was an 
input to the installation assessment process. When 
the Tier 3 installations bypassed the process, the 
certification chain was broken. 

Oh, yes, and the data was inaccurate. 
MR. LOUGH: I'U be taking it up from here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. lesky, and 

we're delighted to have you Mr. Lough. 
MR. LOUGH: Thank you. Regarding this next 

slide, a few other errors in the tier analysis 
114 

resulted from no or too little credit being given for 
significant functions. The demil capacity areas 
should have been obvious to the Anny staff since it's 
well known that Sierra has the most capability in the 
Anny . 

However, the worst thing about the tier 
analysis is that even when the leadership 
acknowledged that the data used was wrong, they made 
light of it. They seemed more concerned about 
protecting their process than having used inaccurate 
data to base their decisions on. 

However much General Holmes wished his data 
was accurate, correct, and valid, it wasn't. The 
example of demil capacity points that out fairly 
directly. So if the demil values were incorrect, how 
much more of the data was in error. Shouldn't the 
discovery of a mistake in data assumed to be so pure 
have triggered some sort of review? We think so, but 
it didn't. 

Instead the Army stood on a pat statement to 
the effect that there was no need for audit. It was 
this flawed data that drove the tier placements, and 
that's what drove the BRAC recommendations. 

A few minutes ago we mentioned outload 
25 capability. This is synonymous with power 
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projection, an element as defined in the tier depot 
analysis. Power projection was the most important 
attribute in the tier study, but the Army emphasized 
the wrong elements. 

We believe the presence of very expensive 
infrastructure shown on the slide as physical 
constraints is much more important than the number of 
forklifts or trucks on a station. Equipment, people, 
and vehicles can be obtained or redistributed with a 
little leadership initiative. 

It's pretty hard to build a major rail line, 
and air fields are very expensive. Yet, this is what 
the Army did. They weighted the activities, those 
things dependent on people, equipment, and other such 
stuff heavily, while they gave little weight to the 
lack of these physical constraints. 

Now, just a couple of quick comments about the 
economic impact the Army's recommendation will have 

on our County. Over 22 percent of our jobs would be 
affected. It will effectively double unemployment, 
and it will put about 5 years worth of housing stock 
on the market in a relatively short time. 
Devastating is the only word we could fwd to capture 
the effect. 

Moreover, while the DOD and administration 
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have good intentions for helping communities reuse 
those facilities, there's not much prospect for reuse 
on Sierra. It's an extremely remote installation, 
which is just the kind of place we used to want to 
keep our ammunition. 

We don't see any realistic chance in the 
foreseeable future at least for having a viable reuse 
for the installation if the Army's recommendation 
stands. 

And we have included more detailed information 
in your binders. 

To wrap this up, we believe the real strengths 
of Sierra are largely things which cannot be 
replicated in any other place. 

First, Sierra is extraordinarily well-sewed 
by transportation systems, and there are no better 
climatic conditions for munitions storage. 

Second, Sierra is solid environmentally. They 
are about to receive a 10-year permitting by CAL EPA 
to operate their OBOD facility. There should be no 
question of the viability of Sierra's 
demilitarization program. 

The testing on environmental effects of open 
burnlopen detonation demil being done at Dugway 
Proving Grounds is further positive proof. 
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And third, the remoteness of Sierra and the 
county's mile-wide public safety zone further 
protects it from encroachment. 

When you add the fourth largest storage, 
lowest costs, and highest demil capacity, we believe 
you have a world class power projection platform. 

However, the retention of such a valuable 
8 national asset has been put at risk by conflicting 
9 studies, bad data, flawed analysis, and results 

10 oriented exercises. As taxpayers, we can't afford to 

Now, I'd like to thank you for the opportunity 
to present our views. I know that you'll review this 
material carefully, and we appreciate the difficult 
task before you. 

Finally, I'd like to say one other thing. 
Jack didn't mention it, but none of us are 
professional speakers or retired military. We are 
businessmen, though, and we know a bad decision when 
we see one. I've reached my last page, and it's 
blank, which is how my mind just went. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Mr. Lough. A 

very good presentation 
MR. LENSING: At this time with the Chairman's 

permission, we'd like to turn the floor over to Mike 
DiGiordano, Field Rep for Congressman Herger. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're delighted to have him 

here representing the distinguished congressman. 
MR. DIGIORDANO: Thank you, Chainnan Dixon, 

for the opportunity to testify on behalf of Sierra 
Army Depot. I'm here today to offer a written 
statement from the Honorable Wally Herger, who 
represents California's 2nd Congressional District, 
which includes Lassen County and Sierra Army Depot. 

Congressman Herger had the pleasure of touring 
Sierra Army Depot Tuesday with Commissioner Steele, 
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and expresses his gratitude for her diligence and 
professionalism. Her first-hand knowledge and 
insight will be valuable as you examine the case for 
Sierra Army Depot. 

The Congressman's statement, which is at Tab B 
in your package, specifically addresses military 
value, cost versus savings, and the economic impact 

8 of a major realignment at the Sierra Army Depot. I 
9 would respectfully request that this statement be 

10 entered into the official record as part of the 
1 1 sacrifice the advantages of Sierra on the alter of 11 testimony for this regional hearings. 
12 such poor staff work. CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it will be admitted into 

13 As we said at the beginning, the Sierra Army 13 the record. The entire document will be admitted. 
14 Depot matches the Army guidance to retain affordable, 1 14 MR. DIGIORDANO: I would like to take a few 

world-class power projection platforms. We 
understand the need to close inefficient and 
out-moded installations. But closure of such an 
efficient profit center to maintain more costly 
alternatives is not only arguable, it defies common 
sense. 

Sierra Army Depot truly is the perfect fit for 
America's Army and the nation. We urge you to 
reverse the Army's recommendation for realignment 
and, if the opportunity presents itself, expand the 
munitions mission or add new missions. 
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moments of your time to reiterate our concern 
regarding the data used as criteria for rating or 
ranking bases during the Army's evaluation process. 

Since the tiering study process first began, 
there have been problems with the accuracy of the 
information used. As we question findings, more 
evidence came to light which cast shadows on already 

suspicious figures. The more we challenged the 
process, the more disturbed we became that black and 
white numbers, complicated formulas, and a subjective 
or indefinitive weighting system are glossing over 
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and the fourth largest storage volume overall, it is 
a model for military preparedness and excellence. 

Your support in bringing this information to 
the forefront is greatly appreciated. 

Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank you very much, 

Mr. DiGiordano. 
MR. LENSING: The last speaker we have, 

Mr. Chairman, is Jay Brandenburger, representing a 
number of the workers at Sierra Army Depot and 
rounding out the community approach. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're delighted to have 
Mr. Brandenburger. 

MR. BRANDENBURGER: Good afternoon. My name 
is Jay Brandenburger. I'm a union steward and a work 
leader at Sierra. 

According to the WASP review, there is no ammo 
storage left in the system. We will be forced to 
store more and more ammo outside. It's going to cost 
us 100 million dollars to move our ammo to other 
depots. So why are we moving our stocks further 
inland to more costly depots only to ship it further 
to port? This makes no sense and borders on waste, 
fraud, and abuse. 
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1 the facts which makes the Sierra Army Depot the ideal 
2 location for an ammunition stockpile. 
3 We are still troubled with the projected w 4 shortfall of ammunition storage capability. This 
5 closure and realignment process will further reduce 
6 that capacity by some 5 million square feet. 
7 We are also apprehensive about the loss of the 
8 best and most cost effective demilitarization 
9 function within the Department of the Army. Loss of 

10 Sierra Army Depot's dernil mission will have a 
11 significant impact on certain types of munitions and 
12 rocket motor demolition required by the Reduction and 
13 Limitation of Strategic Arms talks, commonly referred 
14 to as START I and START I1 treaties. 
15 Furthermore, there is concern that extra costs 
16 associated with transportation, shipping, demil and 
17 storage are not being considered in the return on 
18 investment formula. Between added personnel and the 
19 cost increase required to have other installations 
20 handle Sierra Army Depot's mission, there appears to 
21 be a substantial cost outlay and no cost savings. 
22 The military value of Sierra Army Depot is 
23 strategic, and the documentation presented supports 
24 that conclusion. With the most ideal location, the 
25 most efficient labor costs, the finest transportation 
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1 capabilities, the greatest demilitarization capacity, 
Defense doesn't have all the facts on Sierra Army 
Depot. The sad thing is that if we have to live with 
this decision, it will have a negative impact on our 
national defense as it will reduce our overall 
capabilities. I urge you to get all the real facts 
and vote to keep the ammo mission at Sierra Army 
Depot. 

Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Mr. Brandenburger. 

I want to thank you all on behalf of the commission 
for that fine presentation for Sierra Army Depot. 
We're indebted to you. Thank you very much. 

(Clapping .) 
-- o()o -- 

1 I thought the BRAC was supposed to save money, 
2 not spend more. Sierra has the best demil operation 
3 in the country. Our open burn/open detonation is the 
4 biggest and the best. Also, the Army has over 400 
5 thousand tons of ammo that needs to be demiled. 
6 It may -- it looks like somebody tried real 
7 hard to manipulate the numbers. Demil is our 
8 strongest mission at Sierra. Over 60 percent of our 
9 ammo workload. BRAC doesn't give us any credit for 

10 this or for having the best rates. 
11 The numbers between the 2 studies aren't even 
12 consistent. How can you measure the same things and 
13 get different results? 
14 Our special weapons mission is going away, and 
15 we're losing 350 military persoonel. If BRAC '95 
16 wants some real savings, why don't they claim these 
17 savings. They should stick to the special weapons 
18 reductions and leave the critical ammunition done. 
19 All this decision does is take out the best 
20 and the cheapest demil operation in the Army, and for 
21 what? Nothing will be saved and the effect on the 
22 local economy will be disastrous. 
23 There is no way to reuse value to our ammo 
24 area. I thought the object of BRAC was to save the 
25 taxpayer money. 
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1 The bottom line is that the Department of 
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In both these case the recommendation is to 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're going to hear from San 
2 Diego now. The distinguished Councilman from San 
3 Diego, Mr. Harry Mathis. Is he here? 
4 Mr. Mathis, I understand that you will be the 
5 only person testifying; is that true, sir? 
6 COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Yes, sir, that is correct. 
7 CHAIRPERSON DLXON: I'm obligated, sir, to ask 
8 you to raise your right hand. Do you solemnly swear 
9 or affirm that the testimony you are about to give 

10 before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
11 Commission shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
12 nothing but the truth? 
13 COUNCILMAN MATHIS: I do. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're indebted to you in 
15 coming here today, Councilman Mathis. We understand 
16 you are also a retired captain for the US Navy. 
17 COUNCLLMAN MATHIS: Yes, sir, that's correct. 

18 Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the 
19 Commission. I'm Hany Mathis, I have the honor to 
20 represent the First Council District in the city of 

21 San Diego, and I thank you and the commission for the 
22 opportunity to be here today to address you on issues 

w 23 important to the city of San Diego. 
24 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Captain Mathis, if you'll 
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1 There's a little stirring. Could we have quiet in 
2 the room, please, for the distinguished Councilman 
3 from San Diego. Counci~man Mathis, please, we have 
4 not taken from your time, go right ahead now. 
5 COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Thank you, sir. As you 
6 mentioned, I am a retired Navy captain. I served on 
7 active duty for 28 years, so I have somewhat of a 
8 perspective from the military side, which I can 
9 relate to much of the testimony that you've heard 

1 0 today. 
11 My career did include service in the Pentagon 
12 as well as command of a nuclear submarine at two 
13 shore bases, the submarine base of Pearl Harbor and 
14 the Naval Training Center at Orlando, Florida. 
15 As we begin our discussions concerning base 
16 closures in San Diego, we are not unmindful that the 
17 San Diego region will benefit from the Department of 
18 Defense's 1995 base closure and realignment 
19 recommendations. We appreciate that. We're proud of 
20 our price to the Navy and pleased that the Navy has 
21 selected San Diego for the West Coast Naval Megaport. 
22 We realize that we're very fortunate, but we also 
23 recognize that we have a community that's very Navy 
24 supportive, and over the many years has had very 
25 close ties with the Navy across a complete spectrum 
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1 of their workload capabilities. 
2 We welcome the new missions and neighbors to 
3 our community and pledge our continuing support to 
4 facilitate their move to San Diego. 
5 While the principal focus of BRAC tends to be 
6 on base closings, the realignment of activities can 
7 be extremely important as well. They deserve your 
8 close attention. 
9 Cumulative -- cumulatively they can have a 

10 significant effect on the long range efficiency and 
11 effectiveness of the services, which is all the more 
12 critical to downsize. 
13 Short-term savings and ill-advised moves could 
14 cost us dearly in the future, and I know you all 
15 recognize that. 
16 My remarks will begin by addressing NO 

17 important naval activities which have been identified 
18 in the BRAC '95 process as candidates for relocation 
19 from the San Diego area. The Naval Health Research 
20 Center or NHRC, and the Navy Personnel Research and 
2 1 Development Center or NPRDC . When we get into thls 
22 acronyms and alphabet soup, it may help if you just 
23 remember that when you hear an H, it's for health, 
24 and P for personnel. 
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1 move the activity, not eliminate it. In other words, 
2 the need for its function is not challenged, and 
3 there are presumably savings and efficiencies to be 
4 gained by the move. 

There are no significant potential savings in 
eliminating long-term overhead costs, unless 
something is cozy, and that's not the case here. 
Here we have a situation where activities are 
vacating existing spaces and requiring expenditures 
to move and provide replacement space. We think that 
if you're going to move a function, not eliminate it, 
the significant costs associated with the move must 
be more than offset by future cost savings, and at 
the very least sustain if not improving the mission 
capability. 

The mission in both these cases is also 
affected by certain critical intangibles, including 
product quality. 

In addition, personnel considerations are 
unavoidable. Because of the potential loss of 
significant numbers of highly skilled specialists who 
may simply decide not to relocate from San Diego, and 
I can tell you parenthetically that there are 
probably reasons that someone might not want to move 
from San Diego to Memphis, but I will tell you that 
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Memphis is a nice place, but coming from San Diego, I 
pick San Diego as a better place to live. Sony, 
but. 

With respect to the Naval Health Research 
Center or NHRC, the Department of Defense 
recommendation is to move this activity to Memphis, 
Tennessee and place it under BUPERS. 

Now, in our mind that represents a substantial 
deviation from the military value criteria. This 
center was established from San Diego specifically 
because of its proximity to the fleet. To perform 
its mission it must have ready access to the men and 
women who comprise our naval forces. 

To move it to an inland administrative site, 
which constitutes a headquarters element, ignores the 
nature of the work performed by this organization and 
the source material for its work. 

This is not a process unit which takes inputs 
from elsewhere and evaluates them. Rather, this unit 
develops the information upon which it relies for 
assessments, evaluations and recommendations. Let me 
explain. 

NHRC's mission is to support fleet readiness 
through research, development, testing, and 
evaluation on the biomedical and psychological 
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1 aspects of Navy and Marine Corps perso~el  health and 

2 performance. NHRC's mission clearly identifies it as 
3 a medical field operation, which can only cany out 
4 its function in close conjunction with its customers. 

The fleet and marine corps personnel in their 
environmental -- in their operational environment. 

Let me emphasize that. We're talking about in 
their operational environment. To move NHRC to 
Memphis and become an appendage of a purely 
administrative command like BUPERS, to which 
incidentally it does not report, remote from sailors 
and marines is illogical and raises serious questions 
with respect to any projected savings. The NHRC 
mission is not expungeable. It can't be performed 
just anywhere. The NHRC should be retained in San 
Diego to enable it to carry out its mission. 

Ironically, the Navy recommendation to BRAC 
comes at the time when a mission is under way by the 
Department of Defense to consolidate military medical 
R and D activities under the Armed Forces Medical 
Research and Development Agency. 

Under this plan, which is presented up there, 
I hope you can see that all right, the recommendation 
really was to disestablish NHRC as a Navy command and 

reestablish it under a joint agency as Armed Forces 
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Medical Research Unit 3 to retain customer linked 
medical R and D capabilities in San Diego. 

This new joint agency is an ODS Joint Service 
consolidation of which this commission has relatively 
few examples. The Navy recommendation before you 
goes into the exact wrong direction in our opinion. 
Our review of the BCEG minutes reflects that the BCEG 
did not consider this Joint Services, consolidation, 
a consideration which certainly we believe would have 
influenced their recommendation. 

The military medical significance of San Diego 
as the largest Navy and Marine Corps concentration is 
further underscored in the Department of Defense 
consolidation proposal, which recommends that San 
Diego become the headquarters for the Armed Forces 
Military Medical Operations Division. These concepts 
are clearly at odds with the Navy recommendation now 
before you to move this medical activity to Memphis 
and place it under BUPERS, an unrelated activity. In 
the Armed Forces consolidation recommendation, the 
Department of Defense agreed that the medical mission 
of NHRC is indeed customer linked and should be 
retained in the field. 

We think it's clear that these functions 
require whole relocation with the fleet. Otherwise, 
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1 any savings would be more than offset by travel costs 1 resourcefulness of its work, which is a direct result 
2 from an institutionally isolated site far from where 2 of its proximity to its test subjects. 

sailors and marines perform theirs duties. 
The removal of medical professionals from the 

5 military medical customer to a remote personnel 
command can only have an adverse effect on the cost 
and quality of mission performance of this small but 
important organization. It's no accident that this 
medical unit is currently in San Diego. There is no 
site better suited than San Diego, with virtually 
every element of Navy and Marine Corps warfare 
capability present. 

In addition to the operational setting which 
San Diego provides, there is also an extensive 
synergistic effect afforded by the presence of first 
rate institutions of higher learning, leading medical 
research facilities, and a world-renowned biomedical 
industry in San Diego. 

In fact, our NHRC doctors are integrated into 
the faculties of 2 of San Diego's universities. The 
opportunities resulting from the richness of the 
academic and medical research environment of San 
Diego greatly enhances the effectives of NHRC and the 
accomplishments of its Navy. The significance of 
this enhancement is not reflected in the COBRA 

program. 
Let's focus briefly on some of their work, and 

you can see it on this slide. They have been looking 
at pre- and post-Gulf War blood samples and research. 
If we look at the nature and diagnosis of the Gulf 
War syndrome, it's very critical. Vital element in 
the research associated with sexually transmitted 
disease defenses aboard ship, hypothermia, soft 
tissue injuries were mentioned, and other military 
unique or prevalent injuries and illnesses. 

They work with the operational forces and 
train -- they work with operational forces where they 
work and train in collaboration with world-class 
local community institutions. 

Perhaps the most incomprehensible aspect of 
this proposal is that there is an estimate if you 
look at the COBRA projections of over a 20-year net 
present value of savings of 11 point 4 million 
dollars. That's about 600 thousand dollars a year 
over 20 years. 

We think that when you get down to that point, 
that you're really -- it could swing either way and 
could result in more costs rather than more savings. 

The NHRC is relied upon by the entire 
Department of Defense because of the high quality and 
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3 That work is geographically sensitive, and 
4 this recommendation to move it is geographically 
5 wrong. 

We recommend that you support the Joint 
Service consolidation decision. 

I'll now turn to the Navy Personnel Research 
and Development Center or NPRDC. 

The proposal before you is to close the San 
Diego facility and relocate the personnel research 
function to the Bureau of Naval Personnel in Memphis, 
and the training function to the Naval Air Warfare 
Center in Orlando, Florida. 

We question the advisability of splitting this 
activity, which has worked well as a coordinated unit 
for more than 20 years. In plain language, the NPRDC 
evaluates how we attract the best recruits, train 
them effectively, mold them into a cohesive unit, 
retain them on active duty, and develop their skills 
to capitalize our investment. 

The effective integration of women and 
minorities is but one area in which this organization 
has worked. Merely bringing diverse sailors and 
marines together in the military services isn't good 

enough. We need them to perform as a cohesive, 
coordinated, combat ready fighting force. Such a 
force is not created by accident, and the NPRDC is a 
research and development element in the Navy to 
evaluate our selection and training criteria, 
determine their effectiveness, and recommend the 
techniques, training and leadership changes which 
will ensure that we obtain the highest military 
benefits from our most important resource, the men 
and women of the Navy. 

In 1973 the Navy made a thoughtful and 
rational decision to create a single research center 
in San Diego to significantly improve the conduct of 
R and D on equal related issues of manpower, 
personnel, and training. 

It shows San Diego as an unparalleled applied . - 

research center, bringing its researchers to a single 
site within commuting distance of virtually every 
type of fleet unit in the shore facility. 

Additionally, San Diego provided a rich site 
for academic support and broad related R and D 
endeavors and resources. This decision was made in a 
setting in which mission considerations and cost 
could be considered without the duress which exists 
today. For more than 20 years the wisdom in that 
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1 decision has been amply validated. 
2 In choosing San Diego, the Navy ensured that 

NPRDC could focus on long-term R and D efforts, and : that San Diego provided them the necessary autonomy 
5 to perform objective research unimpeded by the 

diversions of headquarters short-term priorities. 
And this is an important point. 

We note that NPRDC operates like an 
independent business within the Navy. It's funded by 
each research project, and receives no operating 
budget funds. Thus, it's the customer designing the 
research services who pays the freight. 

The funds received are a function of NPRDC's 
ability to perform high quality research and produce 
useful high impact products at reasonable cost. 

One must question, then, how the costly move 
of this activity thousands of miles away from its 
very customer and research source could contribute 
favorably to the cost and quality of the services it 
provides. 

This is especially relevant under a 
questionable proposal which will take a minimum of 4 
years to pay back, but in fact will make the services 

1 before to fill in the gaps. 
2 This is a unique and high quality team. 80 
3 percent of the personnel research staff hold advanced 
4 degrees with an average tenure of over 15 years. 
5 Their substantial experience in the field of immense 

value to manpower and personnel training, in our view 
is unmatched. 

With a modest annual budget of 27 million, 
their programs have had substantial impact, affecting 
470 thousand active duty personnel and 25 billion 
dollars a year in personnel and training costs. 

Should the decision be made to move, the 
organizational effectiveness would be both decimated 
and devastated by the loss of those deciding not to 
relocate, and we have informal information that 
indicates that should relocation be approved, 
substantial numbers of these research folks will in 
fact decide to stay in San Diego. 

In citing the cases both NHRC and NPRDC, I 
pointed out that the potential savings involved and 
the justifications used by the service have a hollow 
ring, and I think it's created pretty much by the 
pressure of the BRAC process. 

24 of NPRDC more costly and less desirable. There are some impacts on the local community. 
25 This is a common sense consideration which 25 I avoided referencing those because I think they're I 24 

I 

1 must not be abandoned by strict reliance on the COBRA I 1 far less relevant than the military value. These 
2 data, which is only as good as its input. 1 2 activities provide their vital services in the most . . 

3 I urge you to direct your staff to examine the 
4 data that calls for NHRC and NPRDC and the COBRA 
5 input supplied by the Navy. 
6 For example, and as you can see up here in 
7 comparing the costs, the fnst column is the cost 
8 based on projections for fmal year '96 for this 
9 activity in San Diego. 

10 The second column there as you can see is 
1 1 basically the cost in Tennessee and Florida for the 
12 same activity. You got to ask yourself what is the 
13 credibility of indicating the cost savings on the 
14 right-hand column when the cost of running the whole - 

operation basically is less than the cost of the 
telephone bill from San Diego, if I'm reading that 
correctly. 

No one is questioning the need for NPRDC and 
its products. As a former Navy captain and 
commanding officer, and I was at Orlando and had the 
Recruit Training Center under me as weU as the 
Schools Command, let me assure you that the relevance 
of NPRDC is greater at times like these. Because as 
we downsize the force, we need to have a more 
affordable, more capable personnel force than ever 
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3 cost effective way. 
4 The evidence demonstrates that these 
5 activities should remain in the field where they 
6 belong, in close proximity to their customers in 
7 order to retain the clarity and relevance of their 
8 work. 
9 Today more than ever decisions must be made in 

10 the public interest which serve a cost effective 
1 1 quality of the results, not a cosmetic reorganization 
12 with imaginary questionable cost benefits. 
13 In our mind there is no reasonable 
14 justification for these moves when the results cannot 

be depended on for either a cost saving or mission 
enhancement basis. 

I want to again emphasize that the relocation 
of these two activities are not like base closings. 
Indeed, the projected long-term savings of the 
proposed relocation do not hold up with signif~cant 
factors. And, again, it's because they actually have 
space. They're moving from that space. New space 
has to be created for them. And so there really 
isn't any significant overhead cost savings involved 
here. 
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I urge the commission to recognize these 
fundamentals and retain these activities at San Diego 
where they can continue to do their best work in the 
most cost effective manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I heard some testimony this 
morning that dealt with San Diego, and I think I 
would be remiss if I didn't comment on some of 
the things that you heard, because we're very proud 
of San Diego's capability, certainly in the private 
shipyard area. 

We think that we do have a significant 
shipyard capability. I looked at some of the figures 
that were presented, which would indicate for 
instance that these shipyards are overpriced, and I 
would ask you to examine those figures closely, 
because the numbers may say one thing, but the actual 
circumstances behind the number I think you'll see 
will say something entirely different. 

Those numbers were based on an assumption, for 
instance, that the package was the same from ship to 
ship. I note from my own experience that that's not 
the case. Over a 5-year period, you never have the 
same package. There are always reasons why some 
costs are higher than others depending on the work 
that has to be done on the ship. Sometimes it has to 

want to make sure everybody understands tbat we in no 

way are here to impugn the capability of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. That is for you to decide 
based on the evidence. We're very sympathetic to 
their situation. 

All we want to do is make sure the facts as 
stated about the city of San Diego and the facilities 
there are correctly stated, and we stand by them, and 
we know that when you look at the facts, you'll make 
the right decision relative to San Diego. 

So, again, I want to thank you for your 
patience. We are very proud of our relationship with 
the Navy, and we're very proud to be a megapon. 

We recognize that as base closures have 
occurred, San Diego can be seen as somewhat as the 
beneficiary of many of those consolidations, but 
that's for a good reason. Good business sense makes 
it very clear that as you consolidate facihties, the 
overall cost of the naval operation is well served 
when you consolidate the facilities in a megaport 
like San Diego, and we think really that's going to 
serve the Navy future very well. And we know that 
you have a good understanding of that, so thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to talk 
to you today. 

2 Some of these new ships come in, they need actually 1 2 thank you, and we thank you for your even-handedness. 
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1 do with unfinished work from the building activity. 

to be finished, because they come out of the yard 
with significant work that has yet to be done. 

So I would ask you to look at those closely 
and recognize that that was incomplete. I know that 
when you draw your conclusions as to the capability 
of San Diego shipyards, you will recognize and view 
that according to a careful appraisal of figures that 
I think give you a very balanced view. 

Carrier home porting was mentioned, and that's 
a very critical issue to San Diego. I think it's 
very important to recognize it, and I'm going to kind 
of personalize this a little from my own perspective, 
and try to put you in the picture of the quality of 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, Councilman Mathis, we 

. . 

life issue, and I can sure you that the commuting 
back and forth between the Los Angeles area and San 
Diego is a significant quality of life issue. In 
terms of the mileage, it's probably the most 
stressful miles you can drive anywhere in this 
country, and I think that when you're driving in the 
morning peak and evening peak as a commuter from the 

San Diego area to a ship, that you have to take that 
into account. 

The other thing that I'd like to say is that I 
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We appreciate that very much. Are there any 
questions from my colleagues? Admiral Montoya? 

ADMIRAL MONTOYA: I have one, Mr. Chairman. 

It's been a long time since I was all over San Diego 
some years ago, and I remember -- 

COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Nice to see you again, 

Admiral. 
ADMIRAL MONTOYA: Good to see you, too. I'm 

not sure which of the facilities, but you were a 
substandard facilities when Captain Jack Renard was a 
skipper of -- I don't remember which one he had. I 
think he had the P e r s o ~ e l  Research and Development 
Center at one time. What is the condition of the 
facilities in which these commands are in now? They 
were wooden structures on pretty poor foundations as 
I remember. 

COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Let me -- 
ADMIRAL MONTOYA: 12 years ago. 
COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Let me talk to one of my 

technical advisers here, and I'll give you a straight 
answer. 

I'm informed that they're in the same 
location, but those facilities have been upgraded, 
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and they are now not considered substandard. 
ADMIRAL MONTOYA: There's no military 

construction foreseen at the current location then as 
far as you know, Councilman? 

COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Not that I'm aware of, 

sir. 
ADMIRAL MONTOYA: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further 

questions of the distinguished councilman? We thank 
you very much, Councilman Mathis, and we thank your 

colleagues. We appreciate it. 
COUNCILMAN MATHIS: Thank you, sir. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We are next going to hear 

from the folks from Fort Hunter Liggett. We're going 
to take a 5-minute break while they assemble up here. 
So you can take your time coming up here, folks. 

(Recess was taken.) 
-- Ooo -- 

2 5. FORT HUNTER LIGGETT 
3 Congressman Farr 147 
4 Colonel Red Walkley 149 
5 Dr. Marion Bryson 151 
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7 Supervisor Edith Johnsen 159 
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15 
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17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

wZ3 24 

CHAIRMAN DLXON: Congressman Farr, we show 
Fort Hunter Liggett is assigned 25 minutes, and then 
it would appear that you folks have made your own 
assignments of time. Is that the way you want to 
proceed? 

CONGRESSMAN FARR: Yes, sir. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Then we're delighted to have 

you, Congressman Sam Farr on behalf of Fort Hunter 
Liggett . 

CONGRESSMAN FARR: Thank you very much, 

Chairman Dixon. I want to note for the record that 
Dr. -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, pardon me. Stop the 
clock. I'm sorry. I apologize, Congressman. I am 
required to ask you all to stand and raise your right 
hand under the law. I forget this about once a day. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN BOXER: I apologize, Congressman, for 

that interruption. Congressman Farr. 
CONGRESSMAN FARR: Mr. Chairman, I hope you 

didn't pose that with our one minutes on the floor of 

the house. 
I would like to note for the record that 

Dr. Seglie will not be on the time. I will docate 
his time to Dr. Marion Bryson. 

I'm Congressman Sam Farr, and I want to thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, for being here and allowing us 
this quick report on behalf of Fort Hunter Liggen. 
And I'd like also l i e  to thank the commission for 
allowing Commissioner Wendi Steele to visit us, and I 
have to admit that her questions were right on 
target. 

This is my third BRAC appearance for Monterey 
County since 1991. In brief, I'm going to try to do 
2 things quickly. 

First of all I want to make an observation; 
and second, is I want to introduce to you a panel of 
people in the know. 

First, my observation is that the 
recommendation that you have been given is 
fundamentally flawed in the analysis that led to the 
Army's recommendation to transfer the testing and 
experimentation command to Fort Bliss, Texas. 

Fort Hunter Liggett has the best, realistic 
terrain for training and testing in the United 
States. It's 162 thousand acres plus, in an isolated 
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to go out and learn how to do the things they have to 
do when they go to combat, and it allows the soldiers 
to go out and train on those things. It reduces 
their probability of involuntarily donating blood at 
a later time. 

The terrain value of Fort Hunter Liggett is so 
great because you can actually simulate almost any 
part of the world you want to in some degree by using 
this area. And as such, it seems that that same 
terrain would be where you would want to test your 
equipment that you're going to give them soldiers to 
take with them to go fight. 

And that's -- that's kind of where we want to 
start this out. We want to really point out that 
terrain, and we want to move that into the things 
that soldiers need to survive on the battlefield 
ought to be tested in the same terrain that they 
train in. 

And I'll be followed by Dr. Marion Bryson, who 
spent 18, 19 years at Fort Hunter Liggett as the 
number 1 VA civilian in testing. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Colonel Wakley. 
We're delighted to have Dr. Bryson. 

CONGRESSMAN FARR: Let me just introduce 
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1 area. The data call seems to have based the analysis 
2 of the training area on the training area, not on the 
3 data of testing and experimentation functions. 

w 4  Testing and evaluation depends on 3 things. 
5 It's essential. They're a unit. They depend on 
6 terrain. We have real life terrain there, on 
7 technology, and on equipment. You can move all of 
8 the equipment at some cost. You can move some of the 
9 technicians at cost, but you cannot move the terrain, 

10 the loss of value. 
1 1  Our panel of distinguished experts, and f is t  
12 I want to introduce to you our highly decorated green 
13 beret and infantry combat veteran, who served as 
14 Garrison commander at Fort Hunter Liggett, as well as 
15 operation officer, as well as executive officer of 
16 the Army's experimentation battalion. Colonel R.D . 
17 Red Walkley . 
18 COLONEL WALKLEY: Thank you, sir. Ladies and 
19 gentlemen, the -- the real value of Fort Hunter 
20 Liggett is terrain, and one of the major things that 
2 1 I want to bring up real quick like here is that the 
22 terrain at Fort Hunter Liggett is used primarily for 
23 training because it is a major training area. 
24 Now, the use of terrain in training and 
25 training of people are the only 2 things that are 
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1 really important, because training d o w s  the leaders 
operated. Now, obviously we can't do combat in the 
experiment. We can't shoot real bullets. So we have 
an instrumentation suite which we use to simulate 
those parts of combat which cannot be done in real 
life. Now, TEC was developed starting in 1956, and 
over the next 40 years has evolved into what it is 
today. For its first 20 years, it was primarily an 
experimentation center whose function was to do 
combat developments. 

And then in the early 1970s, Congress decided 
that all services should do operational testing on 
all major weapon systems before they came in to 
inventory. 

Starting then, TEC evolved into a field 
laboratory for developing the environment in which we 
need to test these combat systems. We got into full 
bloom about 1980, and with our instrumentation, our 
civilians, and our terrain, we have melded this into 
a very effective operational test activity. 

Now here are a few of the elements of the 
environment that are important to us, and I'm going 
to discuss each of these in a little more detail as 
we go on to the next level. 

First of all, we need to look at TEC as a 
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1 Dr. Bryson, the top civilian for the past 23 years in 
2 the Department of Army's operational and test fields, 
3 and he's the former director of Test Com. He's now 
4 retired, and he is here today as a real expert on 
5 this issue of testing and evaluation. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we're delighted to have 
7 you, Dr. Bryson. 
8 DR. BRYSON: Thank you. Congressman Fan. 
9 ladies and gentlemen of the commission, it's a 

10 pleasure to be here with you and to talk a little bit 
1 1 about something that's been near and dear to my heart 
12 for many, many years. I went to Sea Deck, which is 
13 now TEC, in 1972 and have been associated with it 
14 ever since my retirement last year. 
15 First of all, I would like to tell you a 
16 little bit about operational testing and its 
17 difference from developmental testing. 
18 The major purpose of operational testing is to 
19 create the environment in which the piece of 
20 equipment will be used, and that it be used by the 
21 people who will use it when it's in infantry. We 
22 don't care how fast it will go or how hard it will 
23 shoot. We want to know if it's effective and 
24 suitable when the soldier takes it into combat. 
25 So a very key issue in operational testing is 
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1 creating that environment in which it will be 
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system. It's different fiom a company or a battalion 
or a division of troops. It's a system put together 
with people, instrumentation, and terrain, as 
Congressmen Farr indicated. Now it has to the day 
become an execution element of the OP TEC or 
Operational Test and Evaluation Command headquartered 
in Alexandra, Virgiaia. 

It is the one place that the Army owns that 
they can go and do the kind of operational testing 
that is necessary and create the kind of environment 
in which we need to do this testing. The people have 
been there for many, many years, 

We rely primarily upon a scientific contract 
that went into force in the mid 1960s, and with some 
changes in the management, but few changes in the 
engineers and scientists who developed the 
instrumentation, worked the instrumentation and 
maintained the instrumentation. 

Our engineers have been on the forefront of 
technology in our ability to devise pieces of 
equipment which will make combat look like combat and 

make the soldier feel like he is in the combat 
environment. 

We can do this very nicely at Fort Hunter 
Liggett. We put these all together with the people, 

the instrumentation and the terrain, and you have a 
nice package there which the Army and frequently the 
Marine Corps from Southern California uses to do 
their operational testing. 

Now, as part of the instrumentation, we need 
to communicate. The computer, which is the heart of 
the instrumentation, which does the things for us 
that the soldier can't do in combat, but it is 
invisible to him, such as shoot bullets and reuse the 
non eye-safe lasers to represent bullets, and the 
computer takes care of all of this. That's all 
communicated fiom the field to the computer and back 
on our instrumentation system at 9 18 megahertz. 

At Fort BlissIWhite Sands uses for drone 
control and for safety 915 megahertz. The two 
frequencies overlap. Our instrumentation is either 
useless at Fort Bliss or we will have to share time 
with White Sands, and we can't both be on the air at 
the same time. The value of that instrumentation is 
great. 

We have also through a new technique called 
Perspective View Generation, digitized the terrain at 
Fort Hunter Liggett to the nearest one meter and put 
that in storage in the computer 

Now, why do we want to do that? If we have an 
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umpire back in computer central controlling the 
operations for safety purposes, for recording data 
purposes, he needs to know what's going on in the 
field. The computer -- and he can control what the 
computer shows him -- will show him on the screen the 

exact piece of terrain of his choice, and generally 
he chooses that piece of terrain where the battle's 
going on. The computer keeps track of where 
everybody is simultaneously, and then also 
superimposes on this same screen the location of the 
tanks and the guns and the airplanes that are in that 
battlefield. And he can then almost as if there were 
a camera in the sky observe the play of that field in 
real time. 

It's very important that we have this very 
high resolution digitization. This doesn't exist at 
Fort Bliss. 

Fort Hunter Liggett is isolated in the nation. 
We don't have much of a civilian community around. 
The closest town of any size is King City, and it's 
25 miles away. So we pretty much control the 
environment there. We can make that environment as 
combat like as we want. We control it. It's ours. 

We are surrounded on 3 sides by national 
forests, and the national forest allows us to fly low 

over there, allows us to attack from the sea, across 
the mountain, into Fort Hunter Liggett. We can use 
it however we want as long as we don't disturb the 
ecology. 

Fort Hunter has no major roads running through 
it. If we want to do a classified experiment, we 
just close the post, keep people out, and do the 
classifled experiment. If we want to do an 
experiment that's dangerous, such as the non eye-safe 
laser, we close the post and do the experiment. It's 
up to us. You couldn't do that at Fort Bliss because 
you've got a major highway going from El Paso to -- 
running up through Fort Bliss. 

Fort Hunter Liggett contains this unique 
variety of terrain. We have mountains. We have 
valleys, wooded and open valleys. We have streams, 
rivers, lakes. Whatever you want to create, that 
environment is there, and we move to that part of the 
post that we need in order to get the environment 
that we'd like. 

The Laser Safe Bowl is a very important aspect 
to Hunter Liggett. That is a playing area about 15 
kilometers by 6 kilometers that has mountains 
completely surrounding it, and when we need to test 
weapon systems with non eye-safe laser testing as 
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part of the system, we can do so, and the laser 
energy will not escape from the playing area. 

Most of our current new weapon systems have at 
least laser ranging devices. We have very little 
artificial light there, as one would have from the 
surrounding communities such as El Paso. So all in 
all, I think Fort Hunter Liggett, with its people and 
with its instrumentation is a vital asset to the U.S. 
Army. Red. 

COLONEL WALKLEY: I'm going to very briefly 
and very quickly hit some issues on the COBRA model. 
The number 1 issue there is with respect to the 
changing of instrumentation, if we can in fact not 
use the 918 megahertz. I previously had reported to 
a member of the commission that would be a 2 to 
4 million dollar issue. I have since received that 
in writing from the commander of TEC it's a 5 to an 
8 million dollar issue. 

The estimates of strength. The COBRA model 
takes 444 personnel spaces. There would actually be 
212 spaces in 1997. That's a normal Army downsizing 
issue. That has nothing to do with BRAC. In 
addition, ifthey're at 85 percent strength in 1997, 
you're talking 170 people. 

The housing at Fort Hunter Liggett is played 

contractor operation, and so the equipment, and 
fabrication equipment, and all the technical 
equipment will have to be moved to Fort Bliss. 

We also believe that there has been no 
consideration in the COBRA law with respect to where 
this is going to go at Bliss or if it's going to cost 
any money to put it there, because there is no MILCON 

consideration witb this particular one. 
And the last one there alludes to the 14 tanks 

and 10 bradleys at Fort Hunter Liggett. They've got 
to get to Bliss somewhere. And when they get there, 
they can't drive them to the training area, because 
they have to put them on heavy equipment 
transporters. So there's some HETs that have got to 
be picked up from somewheres too. 

Finally, this was already alluded by 
Dr. Bryson, and this is the contract operation at 
Fort Hunter Liggett. COBRA says there's 252 people 
there. There's actually 172, but the fact is there 
is no -- no money analysis whatsoever in the COBRA 
with respect to this element. It's a contract which 
evidently drops, and then comes back. 

CHAIRPERSON DIXON: Thank you, Colonel. We're 
delighted to have Supervisor Edith Johnsen witb us. 

SUPERVISOR JOHNSEN: Thank you very much. 

personnel in the COBRA. It's actually closer to 
40 percent, and if at the time of '97 when we're down 
to 170 people, it will be 100 percent of the married 
people being allowed to Live on post. Whereas at 
Fort Bliss, it's 43 point 8 percent now, and still 
will be at that time, which means 100 percent of the 
people moving in will be living off post. That's a 
million dollar swing on the COBRA'S estimate. 

RPMA and the base ops, the RPMA is 2 point 169 
million in the COBRA. That is 100 percent erased, as 
there will be no RPMA requirement at Liggett. The 
base operation is 200 -- 2 point 8 million is taken 
away from their 8 million dollar budget. 

Those numbers indicate that there's going to 
be a big reduction. There has been testimony 
provided to a member of this commission that in fact 
Hunter is not going to do anything. It's going to 
have to add some people to continue to operate 
because this unit -- well, it does some of the base 
operations support. 

We believe that there is a significant cost 
omitted from the COBRA model with respect to the 
instrumentation and laboratories. They occupy quite 
a few thousand square feet. It is a government-owned 
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1 at 6 point 9 percent available housing for mamed 
Congressman Farr, because my district happens to be 
the district that has Fort Ord in it. So we've had 
some closures already, and we know what this is like, 
and there are some communities that are affected. 
There actually are 2 counties and the communities 
that have been mentioned before. You've heard them 
mentioned. They're small, but it hits them hard, 
because they're mom and pop stores. And let me tell 
you, from experience, that makes a difference. 

But they're willing to support the mission at 
Fort Hunter Liggett. The unemployment rate -- I have 
to bring that up as the county supervisor -- it's 12 
percent, and that's from one end to the other end of 
the county. That's almost double -- it's actually 
almost triple the nationwide unemployment rate, and 
you have got to have that in your mind when you think 
about what's happening here. 

In addition, we have a cumulative effect. And 
the cumulative effect comes from the fact that there 
have been other BRAC closures, actual closures. The 
military payroll loss is a huge one, and it will 
continue as you move through this particular BRAC 
conveyance and process. 

600 million dollars. And on top of that, 
160 
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1 cumulative economic impacts that have to do with some 
2 of our disasters. We didn't ask for them. They 
3 happened. We've had an earthquake. We had a flood 
4 in January and a flood in March for a cumulative 
5 estimated effect of 500 million dollars. 
6 The thing that I want to leave with you more 
7 than anything else is that this is not a cost 
8 effective move to move the TEC center. It is a high 
9 risk for the county, for the people who live there 

10 and for the county, and a low to no gain for the 
11 military. Please remember that equation as you think 
12 about what you're doing and reconfigure the figures 
13 as you look at them. 
14 Thank you very much. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
16 Ms. Johnsen. 
17 CONGRESSMAN FARR: In closing, Mr. Chairman, I 
18 would just request that the commission revisit its 
19 recommendation by analyzing Fort Hunter Liggett's 
20 value as a testing center and coordinate that 
2 1 analysis with the DOD's director of operational test 
22 evaluation. Mr. Phillip Coal, who was in my office 
23 telling me that moving this function of Fort Hunter 
24 Liggen to Fort Bliss is a show stopper. 
25 This revised recommendation was done for 
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1 Dugway Proving Grounds in Utah, and I think you'll 
2 see that you're not really closing or downsizing Fort 
3 Hunter Liggen. You're just moving a client out of 
4 there. It will gain no savings and have some 

real-time big loss. Appreciate your time. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, Congressman, we  

appreciate your time, Congressman Farr, and all of 
your colleagues, and we thank you for that great 
presentation on behalf of Fort Hunter Liggett. Are 
there any questionsofrom any of my colleagues? Thank 

you very much, Congressman. 
-- OOo -- 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I wonder now, Congressman 
2 Fazio, you're a little early, and we're a little bit 
3 ahead of time, but we're delighted to accommodate you 

4 if you care to go on now. 
5 CONGRESSMAN FAZIO: Sure. We're ready. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we're pleased to have 
7 you here. Congressman Vic Fazio on behalf of 
8 McClellan Air Force Base, and he's allotted 5 minutes 
9 and, I believe, Vic, you are the only one that's 

10 going to testify, Congressman? 
11 CONGRESSMAN FAZIO: That's right. 
12 CHADWAN DIXON: Then you'll be the only one 
13 I'll swear in, if you don't mind. Would you raise 
14 your right hand, please, if I can find this thing. 
15 Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
16 testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
17 Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
18 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 
19 CONGRESSMAN FAZIO: I do. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're delighted to have you, 
21 Congressman Fazio, on behalf of McClellan. 
22 CONGRESSMAN FAZIO: Well, thank you, 
23 Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank all of the 
24 commissioners for allowing us to have a few minutes 
25 with you today. It's my honor to appear before you 
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on behalf of the Sacramento region to support Defense 
Secretary William Perry's recommendation regarding 
McClellan Air Force Base. 

And as you've indicated, our time is limited, 
so I'll be the only person to speak today. But I 
want you to know that I represent the entire 
bipartisan regional congressional delegation. 

Certainly Congressmen John Doolittle, Wally 
Herger, Bob Matsui, and Richard Pombo, are in strong 
support of what I have to say. In addition, 
Assemblywoman Barbara Alby is here representing the 
entire regional state legislative delegation, and the 
City and County of Sacramento is represented by 
County Supervisor Roger Dickinson. The Sacramento 
Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce is represented with 
us as well, and countless other community leaders and 
citizens all believe that McClellan Air Force Base is 
not only a good neighbor, but a vital element of our 
national security. 

McLellan Air Force Base is a national asset 
that should not only be preserved, but fully 
utilized. The Department of Defense recommendation 
recognizes the high-tech capabilities and the 
technical centers of excellence that McClellan has 
developed over the years. 
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The recommendation adds workload and missions 
to McClellan to capitalize on the bases's unique 
capabilities, particularly in the areas of 
instruments and displays, composite materials, 
hydraulics and pneudraulics, and ground 
communications and electronics, just to name a few. 

Secretary Perry's recommendation and the 
analysis of the Joint Cross-Service Group, the JCSG, 
which I'm sure you're familiar with, and the Air 
Force support our contention that McClellan is the 
high-tech depot within the entire Department of 
Defense. 

Both the JCSG and the Air Force developed 
models for computing the functional values of depots 
by specific commodities, the JCSG analysis, which 
emphasized cross-service and core capabilities, 
ranked McClellan first among the Air Logistics 
Centers, with a composite score that was much higher 
than the other centers. 

The Air Force developed its own analysis with 
different weights and measures. Under the Air Force 
model, McClellan was initially ranked second for 
functional value and, afier some revisions to the 
criteria, McClellan ranked a close third. It should 
be understood however, that the Air Force process did 
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not consider cross-service capabilities and gave no 
credit for the substantial core Army workload 
supported by McClellan. 

Had that core workload been included in the 
analysis, McClellan would have ranked much higher 
among the Air Logistic Centers. 

It's also important to note that while 
McClellan's basic wage rates are higher than the 
other ALCs due to its proximity to the Bay Area, the 
base's efficiency, effectiveness, and innovative 
nature have kept McClellan's costs highly 
competitive. 

In labor efficiency and output per man-day, 
McClellan has consistently ranked in the top 2. Its 
profit/loss margin has historically been the best of 
all 5 ALCs, and McClellan's composite rates are the 
second lowest in the command for 1995. 

Clearly, Secretary Perry's decision to send 
more work to McClellan is the right decision, and one 
that should be upheld by the commission. And if the 
commission wants to go beyond the Secretary's 
recommendation, then the best way to eliminate 
redundancy and achieve true efficiencies in depot 
maintenance DOD-wide is through cross-servicing. - 

The Sacramento community has been a pioneer in 
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this area. In 1991, when DOD recommended the closure 
of the Sacramento Army Depot, despite the fact that 
it followed on the heels of the closure of Mather Air 
Force Base in the previous round, we understood that 
decision. 

However, we also suggested that they were 
smarter to take advantage of the similarities between 
the Army Depot and McClellan, and to preserve the 
highly skilled work force by moving that workload 
10 miles across town rather than thousands of miles 
across the country. 

The 1991 BRAC commission agreed and created a 

competition for the Army Depot workload. McCleUan 
won 75 percent of that work. 

Today, we can say with great pride that this 
approach has been an unqualified success. 
McClellan's performance has been outstanding on the 
Firefinder Radar and Electro-Optics/Night Vision 
workloads in particular, winning praise from the 
Army, its customers, and demonstrating that 
cross-servicing works in real, war-time situations. 

This success has made McClellan the Air Force 
leader in cross-servicing. Our base produces far 
more core workload for other services than the ALCs. 

But Sacramento's forward looking approach does 
168 
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1 not end at cross-servicing. McClellan is also a 
2 magnet for private industry and non-DOD customers. - 
3 Among a number of initiatives, McClellan has - 4 

established joint ventures with the Big Three 
5 automakers to develop more efficient and cleaner 
6 metal casting processes, with the University of 
7 California Medical School in Davis to test and 
8 develop better and safer cancer therapy treatments; 
9 and with the Cahfornia Department of Transportation 

10 to produce composite wraps to reinforce bridge I lo 

1 
2 7. SOUTHWEST TEST COMPLEX 
3 Mr. Jack C o ~ e l l  172 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

11 supports that prevented washouts during California's 
12 recent floods. 
13 So, as you can tell, we view McClellan as much 
14 more than just another Air Force base. We believe 
15 Secretary Peny got it right in his closure 

recommendations by sending more workload and more 
missions to McClellan. 

The efficiencies and cost savings achieved by 
these consolidations are significant. We encourage 
the commission to honor those recommendations in 
order to utilize the incredible national asset called 
McClellan Air Force Base. 

I want to thank all of you for being here. I 
particularly would request that you allow other 

25 comments from other members of the community present 1 25 

and absent to be included in the record at this 
point. 

We know you have a tough job ahead of you. 
It's a thankless one. We applaud your commitment to 
public service and wish to work with you in any 
possible way to help further explain our particular 
asset as you make your final decision. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I want to thank you, 
Congressman, for that excellent presentation. We're 
indebted to all of you for being here. Any 
statements you care to leave with us will be 
reproduced in the record. 

CONGRESSMAN FAZIO: Thank you very much. 
-- 0 -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is Mr. Jack Connell here on 
behalf of the Southwest Test Complex? Mr. Connell, 
would you like to proceed? It's a couple of minutes 
early, but we'd be delighted to accommodate you, and 
then we'll have a break after your presentation? 

MR. CONNELL: Being it's Friday afternoon, we 
will proceed. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Jack C o ~ e l l .  Executive 

Director, Indian Wells Valley 2000, Partnership for 
Progress, for the Southwest Test Complex. 5 minutes, 
Mr. Connell. We're delighted to have you, sir. 

MR. CONNELL: Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. Earlier today -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Cornell, that's twice in 

a row. 
Do you solemnly swear or aff3k-m that the 

testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

MR. CONNELL: I swear. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, sir. Mr. Connell. 

MR CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, earlier this 
23 afternoon Senator Feinstein and Mr. Grissom conferred 
24 and recommended that you consider during your 
25 deliberations something called the Southwest Complex. 
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1 My purpose here in the next 5 minutes is to 
2 define that for you and make a few comments 
3 concerning joint cross-servicing and RDT and E. 

- 4  We believe the Southwest Complex is the 
5 optimal site for cross-service consolidation of 
6 research, development, test, and evaluation of 
7 aviation systems and weapons. 

1 from the report, "create an unmatched world-class 
2 infrastructure to meet training and test evaluation 
3 needs well into the next century," and also quoting, 
4 "provide the opportunity to divest ourselves of 
5 unnecessary infrastructure, duplicative jobs, ranges, 
6 and installations. " 
7 For the past year, the Laboratory and Test 

8 The Southwest Complex is centered on the 1 8 Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Groups have been 

installations provide, within 45 miles of each other, 
the essential facilities for research and development 
of the vast majority of military aviation systems. 

Edwards and China Lake, along with the 
facilities at Point Mugu and Fort Irwin, also provide 
the core capability to test and evaluate these same 
systems in a joint service environment emphasizing 
sea, air, and ground force interoperability. 

9 aircraft and weapons development capabilities 

hearing on Monday of last week. 
The services failed to act on these 

recommendations. However, the Southwest Complex 
could effectively implement 3 of the 4 laboratory 
recommendations, and consolidation there would be 
consistent with the alternatives listed for all 
3 major T and E categories. Next slide. 

We recommend implementing the Laboratory and T 

9 analyzing cross-service requirements. Their 

19 Edwards, China Lake, Point Mugu, and Fort Irwin 1 19 and E Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations in 

10 resident at Edwards and China Lake. These two 10 recommendations were briefly discussed at your 

can also be augmented by the extensive test and 
training ranges at White Sands, Nellis, Twentynine 
Palms, the Utah Test and Training Range, and the 
Fallon and Yuma ranges. 

These installations have all the laboratories, 
test facilities, ranges, sea, land, and air space, 
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and a scientific work force necessary to support the 
RDT and E of the aircraft and weapons used by all 
3 services. 

The majority of these facilities are already 
electronically linked, have procedures in place for 
the cooperative scheduling and utilization of air 
space and ranges, and have experience in the exchange 
of technical work and scientific and engineering 
teams and resolving cross-service problems. 

The idea of consolidation into the Southwest 
Complex is not new. In 1982, the Air Force Flight 
Test Center developed an integration plan for what 
was then termed the Greater Southwest Range Complex. 

In 199 1, the commander of the Naval Air 
Warfare Center, Weapons Division, proposed 
cross-service consolidation at Edwards and China Lake 
under PROJECT BOLD STROKE and a year later reiterated 
it under PROJECT BOLD ACTION. 

In 1993, an Air Force -- Air Staff white paper 
entitled "Cooperate and Complement" advocated 
consolidation also at Edwards and China Lake. 

And also in 1993, General Colin Powell in his 
Roles and Missions study noted that the facilities, 
land, sea, and airspace in the Southwestern United 
States, have the potential to, and I'm quoting here 
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the Southwest Complex. It has a strong conceptual 
foundation in Air Force, Navy, and JCS studies and 
reports, extending for over a decade. 

It will work. 
The cost savings can be very, very 

significant, depending upon the degree of 
175 

consolidation that is finally implemented. It 
provides the ideal environment in which to conduct 
RDT and E, more clear flying weather than any other 
location, ranges unencumbered and unencroached by 
development, and protected from future development by 

the Desert Protection Act. 
It will promote technical synergism by 

developing aircraft and weapons in two essentially 

contiguous locations, each with a track record of 
mutual cooperation. 

And, lastly, but of great importance, it is a 
complex that has the capacity for future expansion 
should that ever be required. 

I would like to comment on one last thing that 
may be very, very obvious, and that is it is now 
readily apparent that the services are unwilling to 
consolidate -- cross-service consolidate RDT and E in 
any meaningful fashion. The DOD apparently is 
unwilling to provide the leadership necessary in that 
area. 

And I believe that if we are not going to 
carry this excess infrastructure and cost into the 
21st century, it will be dependent upon action by 
this commission. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
176 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you very much 
for that very excellent contribution, Mr. Comell. 

Now we're going to have a break. Ladies and 
gentlemen, we will have a break until 4:55. That 
will be a 15-minute break, and at 4:55 promptly we 
will start with the presentation by Congresswoman 
Ama Eshoo on behalf of Onizuka and Moffett. 

(Recess was taken.) 
-- & -- 

8. ONIZUKA and MOFFETT 
Ms. Robin Parker 
Mr. John Kitching 
Mayor Barbara Waldman 
Mayor Patricia Figueroa 
Mr. John McMahon 
Ms. Robin Parker 
Dr. Tapan Munroe 
Congresswoman  AM^ Eshoo 
Dr. Tapan Munroe 
Mrs. Katherine Strehl 
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo 
Colonel Paul Monroe 
Ms. Parker 
Questions and Answers 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you aU for 
being here. The commissioners are on their way back 
in. Perhaps in the meantime I could ask all of you 
who are going to testify to stand and raise your 
right hands. 

Do you solemnly swear or afirm that the 
testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Now, as 

I understand it, there are 70 minutes, and my notes 
indicate that you ladies and gentlemen will handle 
the allotment of the time in your own group. Is that 
correct? And we're honored by having Congresswoman 
Anna Eshoo as the first person to testify this 
afternoon. Congresswoman, we're delighted to have 
you. 

MS. PARKER: Actually, Chair Dixon, I'm Robin 

Parker from Sunnyvale. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Excuse me. Well, I 

apologize. You've changed the program on me. This 
is Mrs. Robin Parker, the Councilmember. 

MS. PARKER: Thank you. Mr. Chair, BRAC 
commissioners and BRAC staff, I'm here to help 
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moderate the panel today. I'd like to start with the 
introduction of our panelists. 

We have the Honorable Anna Eshoo, Member of 
Congress. We have Honorable Barbara Waldman, the 
Mayor of S u ~ y v a l e ;  Honorable Patricia Figueroa, the 
Mayor of Mountain View. And then to my left, 
Dr. Tapan Munroe, Chief Economist for Pacific Gas and 
Electric. We have Mr. John Kitching, President of 
the Sunnyvale Chamber of Congress. We have Mr. 
John McMahon, Former Deputy Director of the CIA, but 

I'd also like to acknowledge that Mr. McMahon is also 
a member of our community through his previous 
m a t i o n  with Lockheed Martin. But he's here 
today in his capacity as former CIA Deputy Director. 
We also have Colonel Paul Monroe, Office of the 
Adjutant General, California National Guard; and 
Ms. Katherine Strehl, Manager of Public Affairs for 
Lockheed Martin. 

We'd first just like to express our 
appreciation to our congressional leaders and their 
staff for their support. 

I'd also like to acknowledge and enter for the 
record letters from Congressman Norm Mineta, who 
indicates a strong support for our recommendations 
and apologizes for not being here today. Also, I'd 
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like to acknowledge and enter for the record letters 
from our State Senator Al Alquist and our State 
Assemblyman John Vascano, and I believe you all have 
copies of those. 

We'd like to begin with Mr. John Kitching, 
Pesident of the Sunnyvale Chamber of Commerce. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Kitching. 
MR. KITCHING: Thank you. Is this on 

automatically? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I believe if you talk right 

into it, it will work fine. 
MR. KITCHING: Very good. Thank you. And 

welcome to the Bay Area, which we do consider the 
Moffett Field Complex, Onizuka, and Ames the center 
of the aerospace industry base. I'm sure you've 
heard that from other communities, but we can truly 
say that we are. 

The Moffett Field Complex is truly the center 
of America's Aerospace Industrial Base. It is not a 
stand alone facility, but a synergistic group of key 
national assets. 

Moffett Field was established 6 decades ago as 
the West Coast site for the U.S. Navy's dirigible 
Macon. As such, Moffett Field has played a key role 

Federal Airfield, which encompasses approximately 
1500 acres with 3 point 5 million square feet of 
facilities. The airfield is critical to the complex 
and serves its tenants with two runways capable of 
handling the largest of military transport aircraft. 

The airfield is tightly controlled, which is a 
requirement of the Complex tenants, and it has an 
all-weather capability. The key aviation tenant on 
the airfield is the 129th Rescue Group of the 
California Air National Guard. In addition to 
providing key search and rescue capabilities, the 
129th also provides critical manpower for the 
airfield's crash, fire, and rescue services, as well 
as air traffic control operations at Moffett Field 
Complex. 

I also feel that it's important to note that 
in the 1993 BRAC Commission, the 1993 BRAC Commission 

directed that the Moffett Federal Airfeld should be 
a receiver for Reserve units affected by other 
closures and realignments within California. Moffett 
Federal Airfield is the result of the community 
initiatives responding to previous BRAC Commission 
actions and recommendations. 

The community is creating an economic success 

However, the current Moffett Complex houses a net of 
inter-departments and irreplaceable public and 
private facilities that represent a vital and unique 
national asset. 

The assets of the Complex contain an 
irreplaceable brain trust that serves as the nucleus 
for scientific research and development in the 
aerospace and defense industries. The Moffett Field 
Complex contains state of the art, one of a kind 
facilities that cannot be replicated elsewhere in the 
country without costly and time-consuming 
investments. 

As you look at the Moffett Field Complex, you 
cart see the NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett 
Federal Airfield, the Onizuka Air Station, and the 
Station Amex, which makes up the Moffett Field 
Complex. 

Surrounded on 3 sides of the Moffett Field 
Complex is the heavy state of aerospace and defense 
electronics, as well as other high-tech organizations 
that feed into the Moffett Field Complex. 

The key components, as I mentioned, include 
Moffett Field, Onizuka, NASA, and the industries 
around. 

The cornerstone of the complex is really the 
182 

25 in the growth and development of Naval Aviation. * 181 

is the anchor for this Federal Airfield, which is now 
consolidating flying and non-flying missions, reserve 
units and civilian agencies with government and the 
private sector. 

The next key component is the Onizuka Air 
Station, which occupies 23 acres of land on the 
complex, and is a key element of the Air Force Space 
Command's Satellite Command and Control Network. The 

750th Space Group operates 1 of 2 satellite command 
and control nodes for the Department of Defense. 

Also housed at Onizuka is Detachment 2 of the 
Space and Missiles Systems Center, which is 
responsible for pre-operational spacecraft research, 
development, and testing. 

Lastly, there are several classified tenant 
activities at Onizuka with the 750th. I believe you 
have been briefed on some of those or will be in the 
future. 

The next component is the NASA Ames Research 
Center, which was established in 1939 to meet the 
urgent need for increasing our nation's aeronautical 
research capability. The location was chosen 
primarily because of its proximity to the aircraft 
industry, good flying weather, and the availability 
of the Moffett runways. These reasons are as valid 
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25 out of the 1991 closure, and the 129th Rescue Group 
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today as they were 5 1 years ago. Ames presently 
shares with Moffett such key elements as the Moffett 
Airfield facilities, the underground utilities, fire 
protection, perimeter security, and the streets and 
roads on the complex. 

Additionally, Moffett provides a beneficial 
and essential noise buffer for Ames' wind tunnel 
operations out of the Moffett Field complex. 

NASA Ames is the center of the activity for -- 
excuse me, for national rotocraft and power-lifted 
flight research which is fundamentally important to 
the DOD, industry and other federal agencies. 

The research programs provide essential 
rotor-craft design and solutions to critical 
powered-lift problems, and are closely coupled with 
the government and the industry and the community. 

These aeronautical research programs 
contribute substantially to the U.S. aerospace 
technology base, which strengthens the nation's 
economic and defense competiveness. 

NASA Ames, with the space and earth sciences 
research being conducted out there, using aircraft as 
flying laboratories for the study of the planets and 

shipment of ground station equipment in the support 
of U.S. strategic intelligence objectives will 
continue for an indefinite period of time. 

The final component of the Moffett Field 
Complex that we see are the Bay Area universities. 
We have the collection of premier institutions of 
higher learning that are within very close proximity 
of the Moffen Field. Renowned institutions such as 
Stanford, UC Berkeley, Santa Clara, and San Jose 
State Universities contribute tremendously to the 
complex as a result of their educational and 
professional development curriculums. 

Additionally, these institutions are involved 
in numerous research initiatives that are on the 
forefront of the cutting edge of technologies. 

To finish up this segment, the existing 
multi-tenant relationship at Moffett represents an 
ideal model for public-private cooperation. This 
being private industry, the DOD, the civilian 
agencies, being NASA, and the state which is the 
129th International Guard. These are synergies 
created by the relationship and informal transfers of 
the information and technologies which are 

24 the stars, as well as the earth's oceans, the 
25 atmosphere, and vegetation. These airborne science 

assets. The research program using these aircrafts 
permitted much of the recent and rapid increase of 
our understanding of the complex nature of the 
environment. 

Lastly, NASA Ames serves as the custodian of 
the Federal Airfield and closely coordinates the 
activities of all of the tenants. 

Another key element of the Moffett Field 
Complex involves the numerous industries that 
surround and depend on the highly controlled Federal 
Airfield. These industries require a secure flight 
facility with the capability to handle unique and 
classified products. 

There are several firms around the area that 
may utilize the area. Lockheed Martin; TRW, 
Incorporated; Loral, and so on. 

At the current time, TRW has had a 20-year 
relationship with Moffett Field under the Navy and 
now with NASA stewardship. TRW currently has 
scheduled flight testing for tactical reconnaissance 
systems in support of national security objectives at 
least through the year 2006 out of the Moffett 
complex. 

In additidn, the requirement and need for 
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24 unparalleled in comparison with bases devoted to a 
25 singular military effort. 
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1 labs are recognized as national and international 
Moffett Field/Onizuka Complex is not a stand alone 
military facility that can be closed or realigned 
without creating tremendous negative impact on its 
interdependent elements. With the removal or 
realignment of any critical element of the complex, 
the unraveling process would begin that would 
ultimately result in the disintegration of this vital 
and unique national asset. 

With that, I thank you for your attention. 
MS. PARKER: And now Mayor Barbara Waldman and 

Mayor Patricia Figueroa will review the Air Force 
recommendation. 

MAYOR WALDMAN: I want to thank the commission 
for the opportunity to address you today. It has 
been recommended that Onizuka Air Station be 
realigned by inactivating the 750th Space Group and 
relocating its functions to the Falcon Air Force 
Base. 

All activities and facilities associated with 
the 750th will close, including the family housing 
and the medical clinic. 

In addition, Detachment 2, the Space and 
Missiles Systems Center will relocate to Falcon Air 
Force Base. 

188 

187 

1 Again, it is important to emphasize the 

SCRUNCHTM Pages 185 - 188 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 47 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

The justification stated for these 
recommendations are estimated cost deficiencies of a 
single node versus a dual node, Onizuka Air Station's 
lower ranking military value than Falcon's, and 
significantly higher closure costs at Falcon Air 
Force Base. 

The DOD also estimates that the one-time cost 
to implement these recommendations would be 124 point 
2 million dollars, and that the return on investment 
is expected in 8 years. 

In reality, this amounts not to a realignment, 
but in fact to a closure. 

We want to take this opportunity to show you 
that the analysis on which these recommendations were 
based is flawed. In other words, we concur with the 
recommendations of the general accounting office that 
the Air Force more fully document its analysis and 
decisions. 

Not only do we believe the process is flawed, 
but we are certain that such realignments would be 
detrimental to the national security and goes against 
recommendations for national security made by Air 
Force General Joseph W. Ashey. 

If the proposed realignments take place, it 
will begin as stated before to unravel one of the 
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valuable economic educational and industrial 
resources for the future of the commercialization of 
space and the future economy of the valley and the 
nation. 

Our presentation today will also present an 
alternative course of action which we feel will allow 
the commission to fulfill its charge in a more 
efficient and cost saving way, while still protecting 
the national security. 

Not only will our alternative save money and 
protect our national security, it will preserve the 
valuable resource the Silicon Valley has become to 
the space industry and its future commercialization. 
I would like to reiterate that in reality this 
realignment is in fact a closure. 

Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Ms. Waidman. 
MAYOR FIGUEROA: One of the things when you're 

in the middle is which microphone do you use? 
CHAIRMAN DEON: You're doing fine, Mayor. 
MAYOR FIGUEROA: I would like to begin by also 

expressing my appreciation to all of you for being 
here this afternoon and letting us have this chance 
to share with you our thoughts on this issue. 

One of the recommendations before you is to 
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close the Moffett Federal Airfield by relocating the 
129th Rescue Group. Justification given by the 
Department of Defense for the recommendation is that 
operation costs to the Air National Guard have risen 
significantly at this facility, and that moving the 
air guard to an active duty airfield would reduce the 
cost. 

Thus, the one time cost of 15 point 2 million 
dollars will have a four-year return on investment. 

This afternoon we hope to share with you the 
flaws that we see in the DOD analysis of the 129th, 
and that we see no savings, and that when all of the 
costs are considered we just do not see where the Air 
Force has come up with these conclusions. 

Having the 129th at Moffett Federal Airfield 
is an integral part of what resulted when in the last 
BRAC we saw the transition of Moffen Field from a 
Navy base to a NASA operated federal airfield. That 
provided us a new economic base of self-sufficiency. 

A community effort such as what you're seeing 
today, and partnership that included the local 
governments, the local communities and industry 
worked very hard to keep Moffett Federal Airfield 
open as a viable part of the Moffett NASA complex. 

Having the 129th Air Guard leave the Moffett 
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Airfield would dramatically affect what has already 
been done. 

As a part of our presentation today, we will 
be giving to you what we hope will be an alternative 
recommendation for the 129th. Robin. 

MS. PARKER: And now Mr. John McMahon, former 
Deputy Director of the CIA will review some national 
security implications. 

MR. MCMAHON: Mr. Chairman, Member of the 

Commission, Onizuka provides satellite command and 
control for U.S. systems during peacetime and 
throughout all levels of conflict. And in doing so 
must be robust, responsible, and have an enduring 
capability. 

To ensure successful control, Onizuka has a 
network of some 9 stations around the world which 
provides the necessary communications visibility for 
our satellites. 

To give you a feel for that, this represents 
in the network over 70 satellites with a purchase 
price of about 25 million dollars. The price is not 
the key factor. 

Onizuka is the nerve center for assuring that 
the eyes and ears of the United States Government 
provide the necessary data to our policymakers and 
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our military, which helps us maintain the peace as 
well as support the military in crisis. 

Further as the U. S. withdraws from bases 
oversees and reduces our presence in forward regions, 
our military must rely more and more on our space 
assets. 

As it stands today, Onizuka is second to none 
in the world in satellite control capability. 
Because of the key role that satellite systems now 
play in our overall national security, the Air Force 
developed a second node, control node concept at 
Falcon Air Force Base near Peterson -- near the 
Peterson Air Force Base in Colorado. This is where 
space command is located. 

The Air Force agreed in 1993 and again earlier 
this year that it was essential to have a dual node 
capability to eliminate the chance of a single point 
failure in our control system. 

Onizuka and Falcon in Colorado are ideally 
located because geographically they're separated, 
affording us the continuity should a national 
disaster strike one region or the other. 

To that end, Onizuka has withstood the shakes 
around here for 35 years, and even supported 
flawlessly a launch the morning after the Lorna 

created earthquake in October 1989. 
We have all witnessed this grim tragedy the 

past week of vulnerability of buildings. Never 
should we let only one facility be the sole link to 
our nation's eyes and ears. 

Our space assets are now an integral part of 
not only our policy making apparatus, but also our 
defense posture as well. Desert Storm proved that in 
spades. 

Onizuka has the required capabilities that are 
already existing, and a cavalry of experienced 
personnel to do the job. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to 
address you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Director. 
MS. PARKER: Now I'd like to take this 

opportunity to review the military value analysis. 
Given that a major part of your task is to look at 
the military value andysis, we would just like to 
point out several things. 

That basically the analysis is unauditable due 
to a secret ballot being cast by the Base Closure 
Executive Group. The Air Force relied on military 
judgment versus a quantifiable auditable approach, 
and this undocumented approach put Falcon in Tier 1 
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and Onizuka in Tier 3. 
And, as you know, because there was no audit 

trail, the GAO faulted this approach in their report. 
We understand that this flawed process makes 

the commission's independent assessment difficult. 
The wmmission's independent and thorough review is 
crucial, and it is the only way that we can have a 
fair, auditable process to go through. 

Regarding -- I'd like to take the next few 
minutes to focus on some sub elements of the Air 
Force's red, yellow, green analysis. That represents 
some especially arbitrary and egregious examples of 
this flawed process that placed Onizuka in Tier 3 and 
Falcon in Tier 1. 

In tenns of mission capacity, that is future 
mission projections, there is an unidentified 75 
percent reduction in future missions. Based on the 
work currently performed by Onizuka, there is no 
reason to assume that this reduction is based on 
current total capacity. 

Were tenant activities the source of this 
reduction? We don't know, due to the classified 
nature of some of the activities. 

In terms of satelhte control operations, can 
the facilities perform the mission of command and 

control of satellites? 
In terms of mission capacity, Onizuka has 23 

CPU's of data processing power compared to Falcon's 
13. Onizuka has 36 satellite control points, 
compared to Falcon's 2 1 .  

Onizuka has 100 percent of bandwidth 
capability benchmark compared to Falcon's 30 percent. 

Why would Onizuka be realigned with Falcon? 
Onizuka clearly is superior on relevant 

mission capacity scoring subelements, and this is the 
all important category of mission capacity. 

Realigning Falcon Air Force Base, which does 
not have core capacity, does not seem to make sense. 

In terms of facilities and infrastructure, 
what are the unique facilities at Onizuka? The Air 
Force questionnaire lists none. 

And, of course, we know that every faclty 
has unique assets, and I'd just like to point out a 
few at Onizuka. The data link terminal, the Camp 
Parks Calibration Facility, communication 
connectivity, the DSCS heavy terminal, classified 
programs of which we cannot address, and the Space 
Operations Center 37 for test support. 

In terms of facilities, again, on-base 
housing, Onizuka annex has the Moffett housing area, 
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and at Falcon there is no usable on-base housing. 
Yet Falcon received a green minus and Onizuka 
received a yellow plus in the Air Force's analysis. 
How is this possible? The scoring is flawed. 

In terms of facilities and infrastructure, 
again, air quality was weighted 40 percent, the 
highest in the subcategories. What relevance does it 
have to flight operations? It has no impact on 
satellite control. 

Onizuka scored red on the restrictions 
element, although there is no operational impact. 

In summary, Onizuka now handles the majority 
of contacts. It has synergy -- the 750th has synergy 
with the tenants. The satellite builders are right 
across the street, and the current location permits 
critical contractor support. 

These areas highlight where the Air Force's 
analysis is seriously flawed. 

Onizuka used to handle all the satellite 
command and control activities, and Falcon was built 
as its backup. Now, I'd like to have Dr. Tapan 
Munroe, the Chief Economist of PG&E review the flawed 
analysis. 

DR. MUNROE: Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, my task here is to 
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highlight the wst  analysis and some of the basis or 
problems that have been the basis of this whole 
report. 

The first slide -- really the key point of the 
first slide is that the nature of the analysis is 
subjective. It has not followed the BRAC process 
that requires that the analysis be quantifiable, that 
it be auditable, and that it be transparent. 

So there is a fundamental flaw here in terms 
of basis of decision-making in this case. 

Slide 2. This has to do with cost. I think 
cost is much greater than the Air Force claims 
because other tenants will leave when the major 
tenant leaves, and that means a wst to other tenants 
-- to other agencies. 

And, hence, all costs are not reflected in 
this analysis. And it is surprising that this kind 
of omission can be made in such an important 
decision. So we must identify a total cost to the 
federal government and not just to the Air Force. We 
are here to minimize cost to the nation, cost to the 

22 government as a whole, and not to just one agency. 

w 23 Slide Number 3. This has to do with the cost 
24 of base realignment activities. I think that the 
25 cost here again is exaggerated. It is 10 million 
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dollars. Actually, 10 million dollars out of 14 
million dollars. But I think if they leave, then the 
cost will be -- if the tenants stayed, they would 
have to spend this money anyway. 

Next slide. This deals with uncertainty. It 
deals with a lot of concerns with analysis. The 
COBRA figures have been revised at least 5 times 
between December and February. Now, if my unif the 

place where I work, had devised a piece of analysis 
such as this 5 times in a period of 3 months, I would 
certainly go back and check this out again. 

The next slide. COBRA analysis of military 
construction. If the Air Force moves, tenants will 
move. Hence, we must include that cost, and this is 
extremely important. We need to look at cost of 
recreating Onizuka on the other side. 

Next one, please. And this is another 
critical piece. The Air Force documents that Falcon 
does not have the capability to handle all wre 
operations. The Air Force estimate of 75 million 
dollars to upgrade Falcon is in my opinion highly 
understated. 

If you just look at the cost of a switched 
operation, connection switch alone will cost 
100 million dollars. Hence, the 75 million dollar 
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cost of upgrading again is highly understated. 
MS. PARKER: And, now, Congresswoman Anna 

Eshoo will review our alternative, quote, 
"realignment, " unquote proposal. 

CONGRESSWOMAN ESHOO: Thank you. Coun- 

Parker. And Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Commission, welcome to our region. We appreciate tine 

time that you are giving to this and the time that 
you're giving to us to make this all important 
presentation to you. 

It is of wurse a privilege to represent 
California's 14th Congressional District. It's horn - 
to many of Siliwn Valley's leading institutions, so 
many of them known around the world, our educationd 
institutions, Stanford University, the University of 
Santa Clara, a great private sector, economic k a d m  
not only for our nation and the world, but it also 
includes NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Feded 

Airfield, Onizuka Air Station, and world leaders in 
aerospace high-technology. And of course, as I 
mentioned, higher education. 

22 You've heard from my distinguished coUeagoJ, 
23 and that they are. Especially, and I want to commend 
24 him, because he is a source of great pride to us in 
25 our community, John McMahon, who has given pea t  

200 

SCRUNCE-I'I'M Pages 197 - 20 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 3 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

service to our nation when he was at the CIA at 
Lockheed Missiles and Space, and we are thrilled that 
he remains in our community. We need him, and we 
want him, and you have heard the benefit of his great 
career and his comments today. 

All members of this panel are talking about 
the flaws of the DODs recommendation for Onizuka Air 

Station and Moffett Field, and how implementation of 
these recommendations would harm our national 
security, and I say "our." It's not just mine. It's 
not just yours. It belongs to all of us. Our 
national security inhibits our ability to cut costs 
and impair the integrity of the unique Moffett Field 
Complex. It's important for us -- in fact, it is 
incumbent upon us to bring forward thoughtful 
analysis of the proposals in our critique of them. 

However, it's also our responsibility to offer 
a positive alternative to you, because you have a job 

19 to do, and it is our job to demonstrate that, and we 
20 believe that we can demonstrate that there is a 
21 better way, a better way to enhance our national 
22 security, a better way to realize true cost savings, 
23 and a better way to preserve Silicon Valley's Moffett 
24 Complex. 

And these are costs that the Air Force -- cost the 
Air Force a significant amount of money every year. 

By realigning to Moffett, the Air Force would 
be able to reduce costs by at least 300 thousand 
dollars to a half a million. 

Additional cost savings can be realized 
through the realignment to Moffett, and they will 
result from the following: 

Eliminating the need for construction at 
Falcon, and there's a price tag on that of 75 million 
200 thousand dollars. 

Eliminating moving costs: 17 million 32 
thousand. 

The new switch at Falcon: 100 million. 
And other costs identified by COBRA of 26 

million dollars. Pretty serious bucks in my view. 
Realignment to Moffett will also promote 

commercial utilization of available capacity of 
19 Onizuka. The Air Force Space Command has the stated 
20 goal of becoming the network of choice for both the 
21 DOD and non-DOD satellite systems. Yet the Air Force 
22 in our view is failing or apparently failing to 
23 realize that the center, in capital letters, the 
24 CENTER of the commercial space program is in the Bay 

Let me outline for you our alternative. It's 
20 1 

4 capital investment and ongoing operating costs, we 
5 propose Onizuka Air Station be realigned to Moffett 
6 Airfield, not to Falcon. 

25 Area with the Moffett Complex at the heart of it. 
203 

1 a realignment to Moffett Field. Because the 
2 operations at Onizuka cannot be conducted at any 
3 other Air Force site without incuning substantial 

Doing so will provide, in our view, the Air 
Force significant cost savings while retaining the 
important national security insurance of maintaining 
a dual node, and underscore that, a dual node 
satellite command and control capability. 

Onizuka currently encompasses 25 acres, and I 
think you have flown over it and walked over part of 
it and been exposed to all of the things that we know 
are the positive aspects of it. 

25 acres of operational area. An additional 
600 acres at Moffett Federal Airfield are available 

1 The Air Force and DOD need to take advantage 
2 of the commercial partnering opportunities that are 
3 only available here. Commercial ventures will use 

18 for mission expansion needs of the Air Force at a 
19 cost significantly less -- signiticantly less than 
20 recreating the unique Onizuka facilities at Falcon. 
21 Onizuka currently leases space at 4 different 
22 locations in industrial parks in Sunnyvale. This is 
23 expensive commercial space, and it's expensive 
24 because a lot of people realize what we have in our 

4 the available capacity at Onizuka to command and 
5 control satellites, and this could result in savings 
6 from such operations if the Air Force is willing to 

accept commercialization of the space command 
network. 

Industry would benefit enormously as well. 
from contacts, from Lower Earth Orbit, and resolution 
for commercial space systems, c o ~ ~ t i v i t y  to remote 
locations, and in-place idhstntcture worldwide. 

All of this can be done while retaining all of 
the requisite capability of the Onizuka node. 

Realigning to Moffett field will also retain 
the integrity of the Moffett Field Complex, which is 
both an irreplaceable resource and a significant 

18 national asset. 
19 It's important to note here, as the governor's 
20 report makes clear, that the retention of the 129th 
21 Rescue Group at Moffett Field is vital, in capital 
22 letters, is VITAL to the integrity of the Moffett 
23 Field complex as well. 
24 The operation of Moffen Airfield by the 129th 
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1 but also the critical flight activities of NASA Ames, 
2 other reserve units at Moffett, and local aerospace 

users who need secure access to the airfield. : There's a lot built into that when I say that. 
5 Onizuka Air Station is part of Moffett. It's 
6 more than a stand alone base, as you have heard 

several of my colleagues already state. 
It stands at the nucleus of America's space 

industrial base. Government efficiency and cost 
savings will be sacrificed if in fact the symbiotic 
relationship that we have spoken of before and 
continue to underscore today, which now exists 
between satellite controllers and technical experts 
is broken, and Air Force goals and missions will be 
sacrificed with the implementation of the DOD's 
proposed actions. There is a better alternative, and 
we believe that it is a most reasonable one, and it 

18 is to capture the cost savings of a realignment of 
19 Onizuka to Moffen and to reject the questionable 
20 cost savings asserted to be available through 
21 realignment to Falcon Air Force Base. 
22 We believe, again, that this is truly a better 
23 way to protect our national security interests, to 
24 maximize cost savings, and to preserve the unique 
25 partnerships that comprise the Moffett Field Complex. 
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5 develop new spacecraft with autonomy and a higher I 

I 

- 

6 degree of commonality, there is no better place to be 1 6  

1 Onizuka is certainly strategically located to provide 
2 leadership for the next generation, the next 
3 generation of Air Force and DOD space technology. 
4 As the Air Force -- as our Air Force seeks to 

7 than in the center of where the spacecraft are being 
8 designed and built. 
9 We urge you to not only reject the flawed 

10 recommendations of the DOD, but instead adopt what we 

1 
2 
3 
4 

11 believe is more than a reasonable plan, which would 
12 allow you to accomplish your job and to retain the 
13 integrity of those elements that are so important for 
14 our nation, and that we could move forward together - 
15 having accomplished that, and that is the realignment 
1 6 to Moffett Field. 

have 2 components in my presentation this time. 'Ibe 
first one deals with the issue of military value 
analysis, and let me just give you the conclusion for 
the first 2 slides. 

17 Let me thank you again for your attention at 
18 the end of a very long day, and again welcome to our 
19 region. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Congresswoman. We 

2 1 appreciate that very much. 
22 MS. PARKER: And now Dr. Munroe, Chief 
23 Economist of PG&E will review the flawed 129th 
24 analysis. 
25 DR. MUNROE: Thank you very much. Again I 
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In looking at the data and looking at the 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

bases, it appears to me that military value fell to 
the wayside in this case. Let me just mention why. 
Let me talk about the issues why this is so. 

In the first slide we see that the move to 
McClellan reduces space by 220 thousand square feet. 
The second point is that the current Moffett 
facilities are 1980s vintage, and the McClellan 
facilities are 1950s vintage. 

The next slide. The third and fourth reason 
why we believe the military value is not really 
included in this analysis. 

The third issue here is that McClellan 
operates 2 hours less per day than Moffett. 

And, finally, there is typically more ground 
fog, thule fog as we call it here, at McClellan. We 
have much better fog. It is much higher. 

Let me move to the cost analysis component of 
my presentation. The first point here is that the 
original site survey estimation done by the Air Force 
was 20 million dollars, they costed at McClellan. 
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Amazingly enough, this was reduced down to -- by 
nearly 10 million dollars, and the basis of this 
modification, very significant modification was not 
auditable. 

And I think if we're talking about -- we're 
talking about big money as Congresswoman Eshoo points 

out. We went from 20 d o n  to 10 million d o h ,  
and I as an economist for anybody would certaint)- 
look into that very carefully, particularly since 
it's of national interest or any interest. 

The next slide. It is a savings claimed of 
about 4 point 75 million annually for the move. 
However, this is not the case. There is a 
significant overstatement of savings. This is 
actually a whole lot less than 4 point 7 million 
dollars. There is no question of savings here 
because the 129th is reimbursed for most of what it 
does. 

So, again, this is wrong analysis. I don't 
know how you can overlook this. 

Next slide. Move on to labor costs. We're 
talking about saving 19 jobs. But remember. please, 
that the National Air Guard is reimbursed for 59 jobs 
by Moffett tenants. So the move would mean that 
there would be compensation, reimbursement for 40 
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1 less jobs. How can we miss this? This is obviously 1 that this sales will exceed over a billion dollars 
2 over statement of savings, and it's a glaring, 2 annually. w : glaring cost issue. The company has made substantial investments 

Let me summarize the analysis again. That the 4 in the state of the art facilities including 
first cost overstatement deals with the military 
construction area. Initially plus 20 million. Now 
it is 10 million. Lost reimbursement personnel about 
2 point 2 million, and other lost reimbursements 
include about 5 point 25 million. 

So in summary it is very difficult for me 
professionally to look at this analysis and not be 
somewhat dismayed, both from the point of view of the 
fundamental value on which these decisions were made; 
and the second one, overstatement of costs and 
savings. 

Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. 
MS. PARKER: And now Ms. Katherine Strehl, 

Public Affairs Manager at Lockheed Martin will review 
the importance to contractors. 

MRS. STREHL: Thank you. Chairman Dixon -- 
oops. Can you hear me? And Members of the 
Commission, thank you for the opportunity to offer 

world-class high-bay clean room and integration 
facilities, as well as large environmental test 
facilities ranging from thermal vacuum, acoustic, and 
radio frequency test chambers and autoclaves. 

With an estimated replacement value of 2 
billion dollars, these facilities represent or 
produce flight ready systems. Missiles and Space 
have long been a premier integrator of strategic 
missiles, space and ground systems critical to our 
nation's defense. 

Most germane to Lockheed Martin's concern 
about the continued presence of the 129th at Moffett. 
is that we produce large, heavy, and extremely 
valuable hardware items for both the Department of 
Defense and NASA. Such items include the Trident 
Fleet Ballistic Missile, Milstar Satellites, 
classified space programs, the Hubble Space 
Telescope, and the International Space Station Alpha. 

These products must be delivered to our 

25 Space Company of Lockheed Martin. As you may be 
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24 you my comments today on behalf of the Missiles and 

aware, Lockheed Martin is one of the -- is the 
largest defense contractor worldwide with 23 billion 
dollars in sales annually. 

I'm here to represent our concern about the 
possible realignment of the 129th Rescue Unit, and I 
can say it is of deep concern to us. 

The Missiles and Space Company, which I 
represent here in Northern California, is one of the 
largest industrial employers in this area. We have 
11 thousand workers at our Sunnyvale facility. And I 
might say that this facility was chosen over 30 years 
ago because of its proximity to Moffett Airfield. As 
a subsidiary of Lockheed Martin Corporation, the 
Missiles and Space Company has sales exceeding 3 
point 6 billion dollars annually. 

We do business with about 2800 Bay Area 
businesses, with an annual value exceeding 200 
million dollars. We currently have about 400 active 
contracts, most of which are with defense and 
civilian -- are defense and civilian space related. 
Today our primary customers have been the Department 
of Defense and NASA. 

However, since the end of the cold war we have 
significantly expanded into the commercial space 
business, and within the next 5 years we anticipate 
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( 24 customers a safe and secure manner that does not 
25 interfere dramatically with the community. 

21 1 

Thus, direct access to an airfield with heavy 
lift aircraft capability is paramount. Clearly, 
Moffett Field's ability to handle aircraft is not 
only ideal, but the essential egress point for most 
of Lockheed's products. 

Further, design criteria for many of our 
systems are based on direct access to Moffett. 
Proximity to Moffett's secured airfield is integral 
to more than 40 percent of our business, and I might 
say that's roughly 1 point 2 billion -- 1 point 5 
billion dollars annually. 

We have evaluated alternatives to Moffett and 
determined that there are no feasible or reliable 
transportation options. The military transport used 
to move these systems, the C-5 aircraft, and I 
believe that there's one pictured above us here 
showing the movement of a satellite, cannot land at 
most public airports. And even if they could, the 
size and weight of these products, along with the 
transporters, preclude their movement along public 
highways. As an example, the Hubble Space Telescope 
was 43 feet in height, 14 feet in diameter, and 
weighed nearly 13 tons. And we moved that dire+ 
from our Sunnyvale facility via Moffett Field onto a 
C-5. 
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1 We have studied various alternative options if 
2 Moffett Field weren't there as a secured facility, 
3 and there really aren't any. We even looked at 
4 barging of payloads to Alameda Naval Air Station. 
5 However, this option faces insurmountable obstacles. 
6 In summary, we have determined that any action 
7 which could potentially affect Moffett Field's 
8 continued operation as a secure facility would have a 
9 chilling effect on Lockheed Martin's Sunnyvale 

10 operations, adversely affecting approximately 40 
11 percent of our business. For these programs, there 
12 are no feasible or viable transportation 
13 alternatives. 
14 In closing, Moffett Field represents a unique, 
15 preeminent resource, not just to Santa Clara County, 
16 but to the nation. It has been the genesis for 
17 high-technology development in Silicon Valley, and 
18 continues to be an integral part of aerospace 
19 development and technology. In considering the vital 
20 work of NASA, Lockheed Martin, and other aerospace 
21 contractors to this nation, we believe that 
22 realignment of the 129th does not serve the taxpayer 
23 and the national interest. 
24 Thank you for accepting my comments. 
25 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mrs. Strehl. 
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1 MS. PARKER: And now, Congresswoman Anna Eshoo 

2 will review our recommended course of action for the 
3 129th. 
4 CONGRESSWOMAN ESHOO: Thank you, again, 
5 Councilmember. 
6 On the recommended course of action, I believe 
7 2 of the commissioners heard the day before yesterday 
8 Lee Grissom representing the governor and the 
9 comments, and since he cannot be here this afternoon 

10 with us, I'm going to attempt to recapture what he 
presented at that time to the full commission now. 

We believe that the more appropriate solution 
for the 129th is to leave the unit at Moffett Federal 
Airfield. Doing so is more cost effective, important 
for national security reasons, and critical to the 
viability of the Moffett Complex. 

When the decision was made to close Moffett 
Field as a Navy facility, the California Air National 
Guard became a key member of the team developing the 
concept of the Moffett Complex as a shared federal 
facility. 

In fact, it was a very unique arrangement that 
was brought into play at that time. The Guard Bureau 
made a contractual commitment to NASA in 1993 to be 

25 an anchor tenant at the facility. 
214 

The Moffen Complex is a shared facility with 
the cost of common operations being shared equitably 
by all of the agencies based on concepts and formulas 
developed by all the participants. 

Because the Air Force cost analysis does not 
add up, the best course of action is for the 129th to 
remain at Moffett. 

The GAO, and this is on the cost part of it -- 
the GAO recommends that the cost of proposed actions 
on all federal users be considered by the commission. 
If the 129th leaves Moffett, the cost of operating 
the airfield will not be reduced, and the services 
provided by the 129th will have to be replaced at 
potentially higher costs to the United States 
Government. The first domino. 

Without the secure controlled airfield, are we 
getting that up there? Okay. I'm not going to look 
up there. I'm going to concentrate on my own. The 
commissioners can look up there; right? 

Without the secured controlled airfield, NASA 
Ames and the federal contractors cannot function 
properly, and you are hearing testimony that 
underscores that. 

Without these federal contractors, the 
high-tech space industrial base of the nation will 
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suffer with the resultant deleterious effect on 
national security. The severity of the domino effect 
far outweighs the questionable cost savings estimated 
by the Air Force. 

The Moffett Federal Airfield represents in 
excess of 600 acres of available federal land and 
facilities. This area is available to both the 129th 
and Onizuka for mission expendability should either 
organization choose to do so. Expaadability, I 
should say. This expandability option is available 
in an economical, cost effective manner. 

The Commander-in-Chief s preference. As 
Commander-in-Chief, and that's not me, but the 
governor, because these are the words of Mr. Grissom. 
As Commander-in-Chief of the California Air National 
Guard, our Governor's preference is to retain the 
129th Rescue Group at Moffett Federal Afield, which 
has higher military value and where it should 
continue to anchor the Moffett Airfield Complex. 

To ensure there is no question regarding the 
governor's position or the position of the California 
National Guard, Colonel Paul Monroe is here to make a 

brief statement, and I'd like to call on him now, to 
do so. 

COLONEL MONROE: Thank you. The National 
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1 Guard -- the California National Guard supports the 
2 governor's position. The 129th has been a long-time 
3 member of the SunnyvalelMountain View community. The 
4 move was directed by the Air Force in anticipation of 

1 scored equally. The secret ballot approach 
2 undertaken by the Air Force is not auditable. The 
3 Air Force cannot have it both ways. 
4 We know that you are charged with streamlining 

5 the base being closed. There is no operational 1 5 facilities and functions to realize savings to 
6 requirement. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Colonel. 
8 MS. PARKER: Now I'd like to just take this 
9 opportunity to summarize. 

10 Regarding Onizuka Air Station, you've heard 
Mr. John McMahon, Former Deputy Director of the CIA, 

stress the importance of redundancy and the 
requirement for dual nodes. You also know that 

14 General Joseph W. Ashey, in a policy directive issued 
15 on January 30th of this year stressed also the 
16 importance of redundancy and the criticality of 
17 having a separate geographical location of the 
18 satellite commanding control node. 
19 You're aware of some of the unique 
20 capabilities at Onizuka, and you're also aware of the 
21 available capacity, and Congresswoman Eshoo has 
22 indicated the potential and the realization of some 
23 of that capacity for commercial space utilization. 
24 In that regard, a number of commercial entities have 
25 formed a working group. 
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1 The Space Committee under the National 

2 Security Industrial Association met just 2 weeks ago 
3 in a working group and have also met with the Air 
4 Force. They are outlining an O h k a  
5 commercialization initiative that has potential to 

generate significant revenue far exceeding the 
savings estimated by the Air Force through the 
proposed realignment recommendation to Falcon. 

Our local communities and the State of 
California fully support this initiative, and we 
intend to keep the commission fully informed on this 
commercialization utilization initiative. 

Regarding the flawed Air Force BRAC analysis, 
you heard Dr. Munroe, Chief Economist of PG&E in 
concurrence with the general accounting offices 
report issued on April 17th indicate that the 
analysis was seriously flawed. 

Some especially arbitrary and egregious 
examples of these flawed results exist in the area of 
satellite control operations and mission capacity, 
facilities availability and the condition, 
contingency, mobility and deemployment requirements, 
and cost and manpower implications regarding a return 
on investment. 

We cannot understand why all 8 criteria were 
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6 taxpayers, and we as a community are not suggesting 
7 that you do nothing. We offer a cost effective 
8 alternative that saves taxpayers money, and also 
9 ensures the continued functioning of the Moffett 

10 Field Complex. 
Our quote, "realignment, " unquote, proposal 

involves relocating activities currently in 
commercial lease space onto Moffett Federal Alrfield 
Complex. Our proposal maintains the dual node 
redundancy that was underscored the importance by 
both Mr. McMahon and the Air Force in their policy 
directive earlier this year. 

Our proposal preserves the highly skilled work 
19 force necessary to operate a satellite and network 
20 control facility, and we would like to note 
21 that this skilled work force is not immediately 
22 available in Colorado, and it takes at least a year 
23 and a half to train people to develop this kind of 
24 skill set. 
25 We are also aware of the savings in terms of 
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1 MILCON costs and savings on moving costs. Our 
2 realignment proposal realizes 125 million dollars for 
3 one-time cost savings for moving to Falcon, and saves 
4 unknown additional costs relative to the movement of 
5 tenants. 

Again, we stress the importance of the 
redundancy requirements, the capability of Onizuka 
Air Force Station to expand its mission capabdity . 
We've shown that that capability is superior to 
Falcon, and that the potential for commercial 
utilization does exist. 

Regarding the 129th Rescue Group, it is not a 
BRAC issue. In 1993, the BRAC commission ordered the 
movement of additional reserve aviation assess to tfie 
Moffett Complex, and the State of California. as 
you've heard from Congresswoman Anna Eshoo and from 
Colonel Paul Monroe from the adjutant general's 
office state that the state supports keeping the 
129th Rescue Group at the Moffett Complex. 

You heard from Dr. Munroe about the flawad 
BRAC analysis in this regard. There is no detailed 
military analysis done, and the cost projections are 
quite suspect. Retaining the 129th realizes overall 
cost savings without degradation of the mission. Our 
recommendation is that you adopt our proposal to 

220 

SCRUNCHm Pages 217 - 230 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 - cs - 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

retain the 129th at Moffett, realize the cost 
savings, and at the same time preserve the Moffett 
Federal Complex as a unique national asset that helps 
the needs -- that serves the needs of our nation's 
military and aerospace industries. 

In conclusion, we'd like to thank the BRAC 
commissioners, Chair Dixon, and the staff for the 
opportunity to speak today. We hope we have raised 
some pertinent issues that will ensure your 
independent and continued thorough review. 

The Moffett Field Complex is the center of 
America's air space industrial base, and we hope that 
it remains so for decades to come, not only for our 
area, but for the country at large. 

Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you very much. 
(Clapping .) 
We thank you very much, Councilmember Parker, 

and Congresswoman Eshoo, and all of your 
distinguished colleagues. I wonder if any of my 
colleagues have any questions? Commissioner 
Cornella. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Even though Onizuka 
provides redundancy for Falcon Air Force Base and 
vice versa, the daily mission, is that also 

22 1 

duplication, or do they do different missions? 
MR. MCMAHON: The emphasis has changed as 

Falcon has matured. Originally, operations as well 
as test evaluation and checkout of satellites took 
place here at Onizuka. As Falcon has developed the 
capability, they have taken on the operational 
satellites. So that when a satellite is first 
launched, Onizuka controls it, tests it, runs through 
the evaluation, and when it meets all the 
specifications that it's been designed for, it is 
declared operational and turned over to Falwn to 

12 operate, and that's only fairly recently. 1 l2 
What has happened experience wise is that 

since Falcon hasn't matured yet, they often call back 
to Onizuka and ask them to run it while they get back 
up to speed and can handle it operationally. 

But the desire is to have the operations done 
at Falcon where the space command center is. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But on a daily basis, 
they would have different missions, they're able to 
provide the redundancy? 

MR. MCMAHON: Right now they provide the 
redundancy while they're doing their specific 
operations. One in test and evaluation, and the 
other in pure operations. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: What percent of the 
housing would still be required after realignment? I 
know that the housing is recommended for closure. 
Can anyone answer that question? 

CONGRESSWOMAN ESHOO: I think it can be 
answered, but I think that we're going to have to get 
that to you to be specific and correct. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: As I understand. it's 

over 50 percent would still be required. I would 
like that information to the commission. 

CONGRESSWOMAN ESHOO: We shall get it to you. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: And then also tbt 

realignment to Moffett of Onizuka, you would retain 
Onizuka in place and expansion would take place so it 
wouldn't require any MILCON to move; is that correct? 

MS. PARKER: The realignment, and our quote, 
unquote, "realignment" proposal involves moving some 
of the activities that relate to Onizuka that are 
currently taking place in leased space outside of the 
airfield onto the Moffett Complex. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You woul&'t 
physically move the existing station? 

MS. PARKER: No. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You would just have 

that facility there for expansion purposes? 
223 

MS. PARKER: Yes. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank y-w.  

That's all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissioner 

Cornella. Are there any other further questions? 
Well, we thank you all for a very excellent 
presentation. It's been very helpful to us. We 
appreciate you coming here 

MS. PARKER: Thank you very much. 
-- & -- 

SCRUNCHN Pages 221 - 224 
WESTERN REPORTERS 916-564-5600 3i 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION HEARING 4/28/95 

9. PUBLIC COMMENT 
Robert E. Sabol 
Lawrence D. Vivian 
Louis Rodriguez 
Cleveland Murphy 
Richard E. Jones 
Michael Patterson 
J.B. Larkins 
Darrell Neft 
R.T. Barmss 
Phil Truman 
Gordon Countrymun 
David Grayson 
Steve Kuykendall 
Russ Buchan 

MR. JONES: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. Michael Patterson? 

MR. PATTERSON: Yes 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: J. B. Larkins? 
MR. LARKINS: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Dean McCown, III. Dean 

McCown there? 
MS. MCCOWN: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, good. Thank you. 

Darrell Neft? 
MR. NEFT: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: R.T. Barmss? Is that close. 

Mr. Barmss? 
MR. BARRUSS: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Phil Truman? 
MR. TRUMAN: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Gordon Countrymun? 
MR. COUNTRYMUN: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: David Grayson? 
MR. GRAYSON: Here. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Steve Kuykendall, is that 

okay, Steve? 
MR. KUYKENDALL: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Russ Buchan. 
MR. BUCHAN: Buchan. 

I 

1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, if 1 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Buchan. 
2 those of you who are going to make public comments MR. BUCHAN: Buchan. 
3 for the great state of California would begin to CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Just a moment now. 
4 assemble in the front of the room, we have a few 1 4 we're going to get ready to go here. 
5 minutes, and there's a gentleman there right up by 1 5  Now, if we may have order in the room. I'm 

the microphone, Mr. Pizer, in that fancy looking blue 
tie, and if you have -- if you have something in 
writing that you want to put in the record in 
addition to your two-minute presentation, if you hand 

it to him, I assure you it will be reproduced in the 
record. 

Now, let me name the people that should be out 
there. Is Mr. Robert E. Sabol there? I hope the 
name is close. 

MR. SABOL: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Sabol. 

17 Lawrence Vivian? 
18 MR. VIVIAN: Yes. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Louis Rodriguez? 
20 MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yes. 
2 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Cleveland Murphy? Is 
22 Mr. Murphy there, or can he be found? 
23 UNKNOWN MALE: I'll find him. 
24 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If somebody would find 
25 Mr. Murphy. Richard Jones here? 
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not going to begin until we all settle down, becaw 
2 minutes is not a long time to tell your story, and 
I'm very sensitive to that as an old washed up 
politician. So I want to give you all a good chance 
to talk for 2 minutes. 

Everybody over there getting comfortable? 
Nobody is required to stay, but if you're going to 
stay, we would appreciate it if you would get a chair 
so these fine folks can make their presentations to 
us. How are we doing, folks? Everybody sealed? 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, I have to ask you 
to raise your right hands, please. Do you solemnly 
swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to 
give before the Defense Base Closure and Realignma 
Commission shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very m u d .  

Mr. Sabol, please. I'm sorry? 
MR. SABOL: Commissioner Steele, is she c o q  
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back, Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: She will be back in a moment. 

Would you prefer waiting a moment? 
MR. SABOL: I certainly would. I think it 

would be good for everybody that all the 
commissioners are here. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Why don't we wait just a 
moment. I'm sure she's just gone out to make a phone 
call or something -- 

MR. SABOL: I certainly understand that. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- and will only be a moment. 

MR. SABOL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: While we're waiting, let me 

say this. We're now ready to begin a period set 
aside for public comment. Our intention is to try to 
ensure that all opinions on the recommendations of 
the secretary affecting California are heard. We've 
assigned 30 minutes for this period. 

We asked persons wishing to speak to sign up 
before the hearing began. They've done so by now, 
and we've also asked them to limit their comments to 
2 minutes, and we will ring a bell at the end of that 
time. Please stop after your 2 minutes are up. 
Written testimony of any length is welcomed by the 
commission at any time in this process. 

out with any engineering firm that specializes in 
this. 

Also, there is no graving dry docks owned in 
San Diego by any private corporation of any size. 
The depth of the graving dry docks at Long Beach, the 
naval sea systems command matrix will show 45 and 35 

feet. That is accurate to the sill. They do not 
tell the complete story by I think just by omission. 

What's important here is the floor of the 
graving dry dock. And in Long Beach, the floor is 10 
more feet deeper than the sill on which the casing 
sits there. Thus Dry Dock Number 1 is 55 feet deep, 
the deepest dry dock in this country. 

Dry docks 2 and 3 are 45 feet. That's deeper 
than two-thirds of the graving dry docks in the rest 
of the country, the whole country. 

The depth of the channel, you've heard about 
that. It's exactly right now the main channel into 
Long Beach, 70 feet deep, Peer B and legally adjoined 
to the -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. 
Mr. Sabol. If you have any more in writing, give it 
to Mr. Pizer. Lawrence Vivian, please. 

MR. VIVIAN: My name is Lawrence Vivian. I'm 

the -- well, former chief industrial engineer for the 

2 already raised your right hands and had the oath 1 2 want to brief the committee, in particular Admiral 
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1 If all of those signed up to speak have 

3 administered, we're ready to get going as soon as we 1 3 Montoya who I met outside before, and I'm happy ha t  

23 1 

1 shipyard. I'm a registered engineer with MBA, and I 

4 find our commissioner who's out there making a phone 1 4 he's here on the committee. 
call. 

You're so popular, Commissioner Steele, that 
they didn't want to go forward without you being 
here. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Sorry. 
CHAOWAN DIXON: Well, we're delighted to have 

you, and we appreciate that, and Mr. Sabol, you may 
proceed. 

MR. SABOL: Mr. Chairman, all the members of 
the BRAC Committee, staff, fellow citizens: My name 
is Robert Sabol, marine technology instructor 
certified by the University of California, L. A. with 
my expertise in dry dock. A few comments I'd l i e  to 
make that we did not touch upon earlier about Long 
Beach. The difference between floating dry docks and 
graving dry docks. I assume one of the commissioners 
said he knows the difference, but the others may not. 

Generally, in the industry it is considered 
that a graving dock has at least 250 to 300 percent 
greater value than a floating dock of equal lifting 
capacity. And I hope that your staff will check this 
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I was distressed really by all the negative 
information and misinformation in the press, and I'm 
here as a private citizen at my own expense. 

After listening to the Long Beach 
presentation, particularly Congressman Horn, Admiral 
Hekman, Dr. Johnson, and Mr. Gurzi, most of my 
concerns have been addressed eloquently and in much 
more detail than I could have. 

I think the flexibility may not have been 
looked at in too much detail, but basically change 
orders, design construction, and other things lend 
themselves really well to a focal shipyard. In 
general, my concern is consistent in terms of common 
sense. Among those, remember Pearl Harbor if we go 
all the eggs in one basket. Two, closure results in 
the loss of irreplaceable people skills, tremendous 
facility infrastructure, and national assets being 
lost. 

I have had concerns with what are the criteria 
for the long-range possible wartime emergency needs 
versus the current and immediate needs, and Admiral 
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Hekman addressed that precisely. 
What are the economics that justify a 

profitable, excellent performance to be closed? Why 
should we close Long Beach when it's working so well? 
Good question. 

In all due respect, I must say beware of 
unsupported numbers coming out of Washington. In 
1970, I believe it was that the naval station 
closure, a reporter at Peer B asked me what did I 
think about the naval station closing. It was in the 
newspapers that night. And the next day the 

is proposing to build 2 carriers, the Regan and the 
Tubin at a cost of 4 and a half billion dollars 
apiece. The one -- the submarines cost 1 and a half 
billion dollars apiece. If the concern is of 
dollars, why are we building these ships? And then, 
again, where are they going to be fmed in the 
future? These ships will last 50 years. The Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard has lasted 52 years and still 
being used today. 

In closing, I'd like to say that the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard employees are dedicated to this 

was being closed based on economic reasons. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Vivian. 

Mr. Rodriguez. 
MR. RODRIGUEZ: Chairman Dixon, Members of the 

Commission: I'm tired. I think I had about 3 hours 
of sleep in the past 48 hours, but I'm here to 
continue this fight. First of all, I'm president of 
one of the local unions of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. I've been with the Navy 31 years, 27 with 

12 newspaper articles indicated that the naval station 

22 the shipyard, 4 active, and I'm a proud veteran of 
23 Viet Nam. 
24 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. 
25 MR. RODRIGUEZ: I would just like to say that 

1 12 nation. They have proven that over and over again, 

one of the questions that I asked yesterday, and I 
would like to repeat that is why does the U. S. Navy 
in San Diego constantly request Long Beach trained 
work force over and over again when the private 
shipyards are less than 5 miles away in San Diego? 
Their reason is simple. They need our talents and 
aptitudes. 

An article came out yesterday in yesterday's 
paper about Japan being secure in relation to 
workloads. That bothered me as a taxpayer. Over 
1,000 employees are employed in Yacosti, Japan, and 
Sasabol. Where is our leadership in American labor? 

13 Right now we're tallring about closing the Long Beach 
14 Naval Shipyard and putting not just public employees, 
15 but also private shipyard employees out of work. 
16 Why can't we bring that work back to the states? Why 
17 can't we bring those millions of dollars back to tbe 
18 states and keep our economy sound? 
19 By the same token, I'm concerned that -- lost 
20 my thought here -- that the American work force is 
21 going to be -- the skills are going to be lost, 
22 meanwhile other countries could benefit from our 

national -- our American dollars. 
Are we going to be relying on other nation's 

25 to fm our ships in the future? The Navy right now 
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and I think they need the respect. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Rodriguez. 

Mr. Murphy. 

(Clapping.) 
MR. MURPHY: My name is Cleveland Murphy fmu, 

the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, employee for 21 years, 
Viet Nam vet. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. 
MR. MURPHY: And I'm just here speakmg for 

22 the grass roots, for the people that work every day. 
23 We're angry. We did everything in the world that 
24 they asked us to do. We knew that the -- that the 
25 Navy was cutting back, and we knew that they had to 
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cut somewhere. So we got it done. We had a 
reduction in force realignment. We got rid of good 
people, early retirement. 

We did everything, and the people, labor, and 
management got together. We worked hard. We worked 

it out. We went to a 4day work week. We saved. We 
produce. We don't waste money. 

And the thing that we're angry about is why 
are you even considering us? We make the govemment 
money. We don't lose money. I mean, in all -- I'm 
not no great mathematician or that, but if you lase 
money, that's where you should be looking at to cut- 

13 Not the ones that are making money for you. 
14 And we are angry, and we have it seems like 
15 twice -- 2 times I feel like my government is failing 
16 me. I mean, I work hard, and we work hard. We did 
17 everything. We just want to know why? Why are we 
18 even being considered? 
19 I mean, we have guys who are so dedicated that 
20 where we had 4 or 5 people before doing a job. we 
21 have 2 people doing it and doing quality work. Y w  
22 know, and it's just -- we are the ones who are 
23 sending people to Hawaii, to the Philippines, 
24 everywhere to help redo work that they have messed 
25 up. 
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1 That's the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. And I 

2 don't think that they're looking at everything, and I 

'(V 3 think this thing is maybe getting political, and it 
4 shouldn't be. It should be the facts. You should 
5 look at us as a productive yard. We don't waste, and 
6 we have good people, dedicated people. 
7 And it's hard for us to see these people lose 

1 MR. PATTERSON: Good afternoon, Commissioners 
2 I met some of you yesterday, but today I'm here as 
3 just a good old taxpaying citizen. 
4 I, too, am a veteran of the Viet Nam War, and 
5 1 came up in the Kennedy era, you know. It was my 
6 honor to serve this country. It was my duty. You 
7 know, someone had to protect this country. And from 

8 these jobs, but we had to get rid of people even to, 1 8 that service I went with the federal government, you 
9 you know, to get on the costs, to save money. And we ( 9 know, and I talk to people who worked with the 

10 did it, and we got -- and it's just a dedication that 
11 we have. Thank you. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 
13 Mr. Jones? 
14 MR. JONES: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners: I'm 
15 not a public speaker. I am a shipwright, a Viet Nam 
16 veteran, and a member of the shipyard family, and I 

am proud to be that. 
We have a very dedicated work force. As 

everybody has come up and said before me, we have cut 
costs. We have got lean and mean, and we've done the 
job better, faster, and for less. 

It's hard for me to follow some of these guys 
because I am not a good public speaker, but I am 
still proud of all of my brothers and sisters. They 

25 are my extended family. I think you saw that in 
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10 federal government, so we're all cut out of the same 
11 cloth right here. 
12 And I know Long Beach Naval Shipyard, they 
13 can't work as hard as you people work, because you 
14 guys have been working hard all day and yesterday and 
15 whatever. So we don't come up to your standards of 
16 working that hard, but we're pretty close. 
17 So I'm quite sure that you know what I'm 
18 talking about. And all Long Beach is saying is, you 
19 know, we're not coming to you with our hat in our 
20 hands or with our heads bowed down. We're coming to 

21 you, and we're looking at you straight in the eye, 
22 and we're saying, hey, when you make this decision. 
23 make the decision based on the facts that have been 
24 presented before you. 
25 Now, no hidden agendas, no politics, just the 
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support us. I would like to say please consider that 
very seriously. 

We use common sense instead of dollars and 
cents to get the job done. And we are very proud of 
that. I'm proud of all of my brothers and sisters 
who have given up their own time, their weekends, to 
work hard for this country, and that's what it's all 
about, protecting our country, and leaving a 
mobilization base in place that can react on a 
moment's notice. 

I want you to think very seriously about that. 
I hope that you will see that we are the best bank 
for the buck of the United States of America. 

And I am very serious in saying that I'm 
scared to death of losing my job. I am a 
grandfather, and I'm just too darned old to go find a 
new job. It's going to be devastating for all of us, 
especially those young ones that have started, and 
they have maybe 1 year, maybe 5 years, maybe 10 years 
in. They're way short of retirement. I have 3 
years. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Jones. 
Mr. Patterson. 
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1 evidence today with the large turnout, 3 bus loads of 
2 people that spent their own money to come up here and 

nation strong by keeping the fleet ready. That's all 
we ask. 

And we feel that any rational decision would 
be in our favor. Murphy mentioned that some people 
are angry. They are angry. But, you know, when we 
first were put on the list, a lot of people were 
devastated. But when the things happens, things like 
Oklahoma, now closing Long Beach isn't the end of the 
world, because some of those federal workers, thq- 
lost their life. They made the greatest sacrifice 
you could give. So all I ask of you is that as Plato 
would say, do the right thing. 

(Clapping. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Patterson. 

Mr. Larkins. 
MR. LARKINS: Mr. Chairman and Members of tSe 

Committee: Ms. Everlina McCown has yielded her 2 
minutes to me, so if I go over it, I have her 2 
minutes, if it's okay with the committee? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: If it's all right witb Mrs. 
McCown, it's all right with us. 

MR. LARKINS: Thank you. I'm the president of 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard Employee Association. 
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1 merit of the work and the sweat that the Long Beach 
2 Naval Shipyard employees have done to keep this 
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3 commission in Washington, D.C. 3 cleanup funds. Thank you. 
4 The GAO mentioned, among other things, that l 4  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 

1 all-inclusive. Of April 14th, 1995, 1 was present 
2 when the GAO came and gave its report to the 

the Secretary of the Navy had given up or he had 
decided not to close 4 naval activities in the State 
of California in the interests of trying to save 
civilian jobs. I believe they spoke of that a few 
times. 

One of the things I would just simply like to 
mention to you, we commend the Secretary of the Navy 
for that statement. However, we believe that the 
reason, the sound reasoning wasn't looked into quite 
far enough. We believe that while being closed -- 
while they have saved the Navy epicenter at Corona, 

1 designated for closure rather than closing additional 
2 shipyards and exacerbating the problem of minimum 

Mr. Larkins. We appreciate that, Mr. Larkins. 

(Clapping. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Darrell Neft. 
MR. NEFT: Commissioners and staff, I would 

thank you for the opportunity to speak. I'm Darrell 
Neft. I'm ad electrical engineer at the shipyard. 
I'm here with my wife at our own expense, as all the 
naval shipyard people are. I would like to discuss 
this from a slightly different perspective. 

I live between Altaro and Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard in the County of Orange. The economic 

16 this is a facility that can be replaced or reduced or 1 16 impact of the Altaro-Tustin-Long Beach Naval Statioa 
17 reused if they wanted to or should they need to use 
18 it at some later date a lot faster and more readily 
19 than they can on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
20 We also believe that the Long Beach Shipyard 
21 employs just shipyard workers, while Corona is a 
22 weapons facility, employs more professional 
23 engineers, and therefore their job loss, while it's 
24 there, with their professionalism, they will be able 
25 to go and find other jobs, we believe, a lot quicker 

- 

17 closure, Orange County bankruptcy, and the proposals 
18 to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard are 
19 devastating the residents of my area. People are 
20 being laid off and services cut. 
2 1 Meanwhile, the Navy is sending out large - - 
22 quantities of jobs to Japan, jobs that Americans 
23 could be doing for the national defense. Experience 
24 shows that we cannot rely on other nation's for our 
25 defense. A couple of examples, the 1973 Middle East 

I 

1 than the employees of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 1 1 War, the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Our allies either 
2 So we think that the reasons need to be looked 1 2 cut off our defense support, or we have to compromise 

into. The number of employees is approximately about 
the same. So you will still save those civilian 
jobs, plus have a more likelihood of finding new 
employment for the other employees if its closed, and 
we ask you to consider that when you look at that. 

We would also like to point out, Mr. Chairman, 
that the State of California is so unique in that if 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is closed, you would 
have 3 shipyards in this state closed. Now, 
notwithstanding, at this point that was not a threat 
given closure, but the state is still suffering. 
It's still forced to have to accept the cleanup of 
that shipyard, particularly the city of San 
Francisco. So that has not occurred in any other 
state where there will be 3 shipyards cleaned up and 
closed. So we think that's a factor that really 
needs to be placed in the -- we're suffering as a 
state from this cleanup and having to go back and 
reuse those facilities threefold. 

We would also like to simply close by saying 
we further believe that the main focus for the 
limited BRAC funds should be to complete the timely 
cleanup and reuse of those shipyards already 
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our strategies to satisfy all the various interests. 
Back in California, we have a Navy proposing 

to spend 107 -- 150 million dollars to duplicate 
facilities in San Diego available at the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, and 1 billion dollars for a 
helicopter orphanage for 150 helicopters located in 
Tustin, helicopters previously scheduled for 
Twentynine Palms, but in the Navy's infinite wisdom, 
they now have a new proposal, let's send them off to 

Altaro, which by the way is also closing. So where 
are they going after that? 

Instead of duplicating facilities and laying 
off workers, let's use the money to help Orange 
County and surrounded areas out of their economic 
dilemma. Thank you . 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. 
Mr. Neft. Mr. R.T. Barruss. 

MR. BARRUSS: Commissioners, my name is 
Richard Barruss. I'm an international representative 
for the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Very good, sir. 
MR. BARRUSS: And vice-president of the 
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1 Pacific Coast Metal Trades District Council. We 
2 represent members in every Navy yard in this nation 
3 and in the private shipyards on the East Coast, the 

-4 West Coast and the Gulf Coast. 
In my 27 years of servicing union members on 

all of the Pacific Coast from Alaska to the Pacific 
Islands down to San Diego, I've seen yards closed. 
I've seen yards struggling to survive. But I've 
never seen a more loyal or productive force than 
these workers at the Long Beach Navy Yard, and I say 
God bless them, and God help them in our nation if 
you make the wrong decision here. 

Thank you for your consideration, and the 
brevity of my remarks should in no way reflect the 
amount of our concern. 

(Clapping. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Mr. Phil Truman. 
MR. TRUMAN: I guess it's me. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: How do you do, Mr. Truman? 
MR. TRUMAN: Fine, fine. My name is Phil 

Truman. I live in Marino Valley, California, which 
is in Riverside County. My house is approximately 
80 miles from the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, and I'm 
approximately 80 miles from San Diego, and I make 

1 about whether we're going to be out on the street or 
2 not. So it's hard to make any type of decisions. 
3 It's a lot of stress on people. Morale is down, but 
4 we still put out a real good quality job, more than 

anyplace else in the country. 
We, like Murphy said, we've complied with 

everything the Navy has done. They wanted us to 
downsize. We downsized. We got rid of excess 
capacity. We got rid of excess capacity. We still 
do a superior quality job. I'm done already? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Truman. 
(Clapping .) 
Mr. Countrymun. 

MR. COUNTRYMUN: Mr. Commissioner, Ladies and 

Gentlemen of the Commission: I'm Gordon Countryrnun. 
I'm also with the IBEW Local 2293, but I don't work 
in production. I work with the housing, the members 
-- the military members and their spouses. And as 
you may be aware of, Long Beach Naval Shipyard has 
been for a long time conducting a letter campaign, 
and during this campaign I have collected a lot of 
signatures from these military spouses, because 
they're the silent majority. Their husbands or wives 
that are in the military, and they aren't allowed to 

25 that commute 4 days a week, which is one thing I want 1 25 give an opinion. ~ n d  their opinion is to keep the 

could make that run every day, sailors make that run 
every day, we could all do that -- I kind of got off 
my train of thought here. 

But getting back to what I wanted to say. I 
have lived 3 miles from Marsh Air Force Base. When I 
bought my house out in Riverside County, the house 
was appraised at 92 thousand dollars. With the 
realignment of Marsh Air Force Base and the recession 
in California, there's houses just like mine going 
for 60 thousand dollars in the same block. 

If they were to shut down Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, and even if the Navy was to offer me 
another job someplace else, I would still have to 
walk away from my house. Credit ratings would go 
down and everything else. I'm not the only one in 
that situation. There's a lot of other shipyard 
workers that live in Marino Valley and Riverside 
County, California. 

And out of all this time, Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard out of all these years has been the only 
installation in the United States that has been put 
on a list this many times. We've survived it all of 
these times, but people just can't make long-term 
plans if we're up here every 3 years having to worry 
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1 to bring up. You t a t  about quality of life. If we 
rank and file wants it open. 

That's all I came here to say, and I think 
it's extremely important, because they're the people 
-- what this is really all about besides us. They're 
the people who have to live in the area, and they're 
the people that we have to take care of. 

Thank you. 
(Clapping. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Countrymnn. 

Mr. Grayson? 
MR. GRAYSON: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners: 

Thank you for this opportunity to speak to you. My 
name is David Grayson. I'm the president of the 
Federal Manager's Association, Local Chapter 10. for 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I have 2 issues I 
want to speak to, but I just want to say this. Any 
of my brothers and sisters that are here will tell 
you that I was born in Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
I've been working there for 22 and a half years, aod 
I staaed as a summer aid, which basically was a 

program for disadvantaged youth from the area I 
lived in. And now I am now a second level supemisor 
electrician. 

One of the issues that I wanted to bring to 
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1 Long Beach Shipyard open. They want it open. Tbe 
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1 your attention was the issue of the deviation that we 
2 believe the Navy has made in their selection 

criteria, that being considering the private sector : in our scenario for closing Long Beach. We don't 
believe that that was considered anywhere else in the 
evaluation of the naval shipyards. And we believe 
that it is a substantial deviation from the criteria 
set forth by the Navy. 

The second issue I want to talk about is Dry 
Dock Number 1. The GAO Board has stated that the 
Navy has decided they no longer require Dry Dock 
Number 1 for docking the big ships. The concern is, 
and you saw it earlier in our presentation, that we 
are now scurrying to try to place these caniers into 
dry docks, and scurrying to make arrangements in 
slipping dates for deployments and those types of 
things. 

I asked the question when we were back in D.C. 
when we attended the hearings of the GOA when the GOA 
made their presentation. One of the concerns I have 
is that my question is what is different now in '95 
than in '93? We still have a requirement to do that. 

What happens when you have an accident? We 
don't even have to talk about going to war. Folks 
run over things out there. There can be accidents 
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and refuelings. Where are you going to dock these 
ships in emergencies? Well, somebody stated -- thank 
you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Grayson. 
Mr. Kuykendall. 

MR. KUYKENDALL: I'm Steve Kuykendall, and I'm 
the state legislator that represents the area where 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is. I've got to teU 
you I've never wme up to a group of people before 
who introduced themselves as Viet Nam Veterans, and I 
am also, but I'm very proud of you fellows. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're proud of all of you. 

(Clapping. 
We're proud of all of you. 
MR. KUYKENDALL: That common link I didn't 

know we had with so many of you -- or I had with so 
many of you. 

This base to me represents the capability to 
increase our naval forces when we need to, and right 
now we're in a period of peace where we don't have 
those forces necessary or needed. But we do have a 
time now where we could use reserve ships if we go 
back to the Persian Gulf War again or something like 

24 that. 
25 And I'm of the opinion that we have drawn down 
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1 our infrastructure to such a point that should we 
2 need surge capacity or as they described emergent 
3 capacity, further reductions in this capacity would 
4 make it impossible for us to build up a force to win 

the wars that we may have to fight in the future. 
This base has other qualities that go with 

that. One, I don't think we should ever change its 
location, and that is it sits on the coast of the 
Pacific Rim within 80 miles of the largest 
concentration of Navy ships in the Pacific Fleet. 
That alone to me would be reason enough to keep it 
intact. 

They've given many other reasons today. One 
being its cost effectiveness. And I think there's a 
lessen there. Whenever we ask government employees 
to perform as we asked these people to do, and they 
did, you put that on top of it, and it's kind of 
giving gravy to the whole process, and they're great 
at doing that. So we've got a bought and paid for 
facility, and it gives us the capacity should we ever 
need it again, and God help us we won't need it 
again, but if we do, it's there, and we've got a work 
force in place to do it. 

And from my perspective, I have to represent 
their interests, and I'm their advocate, and I'm here 

25 1 

to do that on their behalf. So I'd like your 
positive report on keeping this base open. Thank 
you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, you've done a good pb. 
The final presentation by Mr. Buchan; is it? 

MR. BUCHAN: Buchan, sir. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON : Buchan. I apologize. 
MR. BUCHAN: Mr. Commissioner, Chairman, tbe 

rest of the commission, I'd like to refer to written 
notes, then submit them to Mr. Pizer for inclusion, 
if I may? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Very good. 
MR. BUCHAN: I'm currently -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Sure, you may. Of course you 

-Y - 
MR. BUCHAN: Thank you, sir. I am currently 

aware that the Pearl Harbor's prospective CO is in 
prospective commanding officer school. This comes 
from Code I100 at Mare Island Shipyard to relieve the 
Pearl Harbor's touring command before that command's 
nonnal tour has completed. Pearl Harbor Naval 
Shipyard has a history of being unable to finish its 
work on time. 

24 I also understand that the commanding officer 
25 of Portsmouth is or will be relieved earlier than his 
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1 normal tour of duty. I believe this action is based 
2 on their not getting their work done on time. I 
3 would recommend that the commissioners ask the Navy 
4 to confirm these actions and the reasons for such 
5 actions. 
6 Finally, I would ask BRAC to evaluate these 

command changes and make their own minds up as to 
what is the driving force for this. A historical 
note. We were closed once before at great costs in 
1950, and thank goodness were able to get the talent 
back just in time to support the fleet for the Korean 
War and emerging Pacific Rim conflict, which was the 
subject of an earlier remark. 

Today's political climate in that region is 
anything but settled. The Spratly Islands dispute 
may boil over at any moment, and entangle us. 

17 Korea's rattling its nuclear saber, and Spain has 
18 recently offered the Republic of China to build all 
19 the aircraft carriers it wants. 
20 Our West Coast shipyard is strategically 
21 located, and our efficiency speaks for itself. We're 
22 ready to support the fleet in any eventuality. Three 
23 times now our shipyard has been figuratively led to 
24 the wall and blindfolded. 

av" The commission has done the right thing the 
253 

last times, with the only difference this time is I 
believe the Navy wants you to wear the blindfold 
rather than us. 

Thank you. 
(Clapping .) 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. I 

believe I speak on behalf of the commissioners when I 
say that's a very fine presentation and we 
congratulate you all, and thank you very much. The 
folks from Guam, we'll take up Guam at 650 p.m. 
We're going to have a slight break. 6:50 p.m, we'll 
come back into session. 

(Recess was taken.) 
-- -- 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, if we 
may have your attention, please. We are now 
proceeding with our friends from Guam, who have 
30 minutes at this meeting. And I understand that we 
have here Governor Carl Gutierrez, Speaker Don 
Parkinson, Delegate Robert Underwood, and Archbishop 
Anthony Apuron. I hope that's close, Archbishop? 

ARCHBISHOP APURON: Close. 
CHALRMAN DIXON: We're delighted to have you 

all. Would you please be kind enough to stand and 
raise your right hand, so I can swear you in, please. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

SPEAKERS: I do. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. And I 

believe, Governor, that you are going to go first. 
Do you all want to operate right from there? Fine. 
Please talk right into the microphone. Governor 
Gutierrez. 

22 GOVERNOR GUTIERREZ: Thank you. Good evening. 

23 Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the 
24 Commission, and a special hi today to Commissioner 
25 Wendi Steele and Commissioner A1 Cornella for being 
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1 here again. At least we see some known quantity and 1 Guam." It examines the DOD recommendations, as we 

2 friendly faces over there. But please accept our 2 understand them, and arrives at a different set of 
sincere thanks for the opportunity to present Team 
Guam's thoughts on the Pentagon's recommendations. 

We face a closure of our ship repair facility, 
a realignment of our naval activity, a 
disestablishment of our supply center, and a redirect 
of our naval aviation assets. 

These recommendations are large by any 
standard, but they are really massive for a community 
of our small size. 

For almost 100 years, for better or for worse, 
our lives have been intertwined almost exclusively 
with the Navy's interests in our strategic location. 
It is no stretch of history or imagination to say 
that we Chamorros are Americans because the Navy 
needed our island. 

We also appreciate the difficult decisions you 
face in this process. You must carefully weigh 
questions of strategic value, the issue of cost 
savings, and the effect of your decision on the local 
community. But the decisions you face are also 
difficult for us. 

No matter how you look at it, your decisions 

recommendations. We have tried to present our unique 
historical and geographical perspective to help you 
as you move forward in your decision-making process. 

In examining the Pentagon's proposals, we 
found that the DOD recommendation impacts quite 
negatively on the Navy's ability to operate 
effectively in the Pacific. Interestingly, our 
finding seems to be shared by the commander of the 
Pacific Fleet. 

We see that the MSC Vessels will be forced to 
spend more time at sea if they move from Guam to 
Hawaii. Weather satellite forecasting when moved to 
Hawaii will be far less accurate. Forces at the 
front line of our forward defense will have less 
access to ready supplies, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera, and so on. 

We do recognize, however, that if the fleet 
commander can accept somewhat diminished military 
operating conditions, the DOD proposals can save a 
lot of money for the taxpayers. We might dispute the 
accuracy of some of the savings, but clearly they are 
considerable if you close this much of the Navy's 

I 

1 force. This is significant by anyone's standards. 1 The problem with which you must deal and with 

25 will affect negatively some 10 percent of our work 
257 

In our case, however, the effects are 
magnified because we are an Island people over 3,800 
miles from Hawaii, the nearest U.S. metropolitan 
area. 

If one of our skilled workers loses his job in 
Guam, he can't just drive to the next county or next 
state. Guam is his homeland. We all share the pains 
of our fellow Guamanians who face the fears of these 
proposed changes. 

Guam is unique in this fashion: There is a 
sense of cultural ownership and of pride. It is 
difficult to pull up your roots. We understand and 
care, and we feel the concerns of our people in light 
of these proposed changes. Moreover, our problem is 
compounded by the fact that our citizens who work for 
the Navy are often trained for specialized jobs that 
are not transferrable to our civilian economy without 
a transfer of the military's assets. 

But we have to tried to help ourselves and to 
help you and your staff to understand what we face 
together. We have looked carefully and at length at 
the Pentagon's recommendations, and we have written 
an indepth review and report, which we present for 
your consideration. We call it "The Way Forward From 

258 

25 property and operations in Guam. 
259 

which we as Team Guam must deal with, Mr. Chairman, 
is that the cost savings scenario proposed by DOD 
places the cuts on our backs. 

Based on our projections, we stand to lose 
over 790 million dollars in gross island products, 
during the Pentagon's implementation period, while 
the Defense Department saves only 550 million 
dollars. 

Between 1997 and 2001, we stand to lose over 
6,700 jobs that would be hard to recreate without a 
cooperative transition period. 

Given the huge amount the Pentagon will save, 
and given the economic hit we will take, we believe 
you should direct DOD and the Navy to provide us with 

a reasonable transition period prior to the 
implementation of these closures. 

If you decide to close our bases, we ask that 
the movement of Navy forces from Guam be delayed for 
4 years until 2001 rather than 1997 as proposed by 
the Pentagon. 

We look at the cost of delaying the Pentagon's 
move out of Guam. The savings in our delayed 
transition scenario are not as high as in the 
Pentagon's proposal, but over a 20-year period our 
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1 alternative results in a savings of over 1 point 6 
2 billion, which is only 13 percent less than the DOD's 

w 3 
1 point 8 billion. 

4 We believe that this small difference is well 
5 worth the savings in human currency, as we in Guam 
6 transition from a military-dominated economy to one 

dependent on the private sector. 
We believe that a viable and growing private 

sector in Guam, using former Navy properties 
productively, would save the U.S. Government hundreds 
of millions of dollars in facility maintenance, while 
guaranteeing future access in times of military 
crisis. 

On the other hand, we are not in a position to 
guarantee access to these facilities in the future if 
our economy is devastated by the Pentagon's moves. 
Full access to these facilities remain an issue that 
is extremely critical to the people of Guam. 

A transition without real access to the assets 
would be meaningless. In this regard, we disagree, 
in the strongest possible terms, with the 
recommendation to leave the process of economic 
revitalization exclusively in the hands of the 
military. Our history has taught us that when it 
comes to our economic future, we cannot count on the 

26 1 

1 better than that, Mr. Chairman and members of this 
2 commission. 
3 We cannot expect this commission to right the 
4 past injustices of our colonial relationship, but we 
5 do look to you do to what is right now. 
6 We understand how minuscule we are in the 

larger sense of America, but when we are called upon 
for whatever contingency, we are proud Americans, one 
and all. We have given up our land. We have give up 
our resources, and we have given up our lives for 
America. 

When one womes if we would be accommodating 
in a contingency, think again. We will always be 
there to accommodate our nation's interests. We have 
proven this time and time again, and we stand ready 
to prove it in the future should it be warranted. 
You certainly would want us on your side. We are 

18 proud Americans. Allow us to showcase the American 
19 democracy in the Asian-Pacific Rim. 
20 So if you decide to cut costs by reducing our 
21 military activities, please do not forget us, the 
22 people of Guam. Our livelihood depends on your 
23 judgment. We hope for your fairness, your 
24 understanding, and your objectivity. We trust that 
25 in your deliberations you will recognize the human 
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1 federal government to represent our best interests. ( 1 factor in this period of traumatic transition for 
2 In that regard, we are very pleased with the 
3 letter received recently from Navy Assistant 
4 Secretary Robert Pirie, which noted that the Navy 

2 Guam. Dangkulo na Si Yu os Ma'ase. Thank you very 
3 much. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, your Excellency, 

5 would support our economic revitalization efforts, 1 5 on an excellent presentation. Mr. Speaker, we're 
including outright transfers. 

If you decide to close Guam's bases, we 
believe you should build on Secretary Pirie's opening 
and direct the Navy to designate all land for 
outright transfer, except those it must absolutely 
retain for ongoing operations. 

We would be willing to work with the BRAC and 
the Navy to reach a mutually agreeable process to 
identify lands for transfer to Guam and others for 

delighted to have you, sir. 
SPEAKER PARKINSON: Thank you so much. I'm 

delighted to be here. Honorable Commissioners, I am 
Don Parkinson, Speaker of the Guam legislature. I am 
tesming against the closure of military bases on 
Guam. The United States Congress has set criteria 
for you and the Navy to use in deciding which bases 
to close. I submit to you that the true criteria 
which is being used by Navy officials at the highest 

17 to be left to narrowly focused military officials. 
18 As I mentioned during the hearing in Guam, we 
19 are a people without representation. We don't vote 
20 in national elections, and our Congressman here can't 

15 retention by the Navy. The process of economic 
16 revitalization is too important to Guam for our needs 

21 even vote in Congress. In this environment, we are 
22 often left to the mercy of the military and other w 23 federal officials who exercise authority in Guam as 

15 level is not the criteria set by Congress and not the 
16 criteria which you are mandated to use. 
17 I submit to you that the true motives of the 
18 Navy are as follows: 
19 Primarily, retain Guam as a secure fd-back 
20 for the Navy at any cost, even at the expense of 
21 weakening our present defense capabilities in favor 
22 of long-term retention of Guam and the lands on Guam 
23 as a safe forward base, fall-back position, and 

24 if it was their personal dominion. 1 24 staging area. 
25 As a people and as Americans, we deserve Secondary, keep large areas of desirable land 
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vacant in case needed for the future military use. 
Further, mothball the assets on Guam because 

the Navy recognizes the long-term military and 
strategic importance of the island. And I would 
point out to you that there were proposals made by 
the Navy to mothball the ship repair facility, for 
instance 

Next, restrict the economic and political 
development of the island to prevent independence, 
statehood, or free association from becoming viable 
alternatives for Guam, since this would lessen or 
eliminate the Navy's influence over Guam's affairs. 

Punish the people of Guam for becoming too 
uppity and demanding fair treatment and justice. In 
other words, the Navy wants to put us back in our 
place. 

Continue the Navy's influence over Guam's 
affairs. 

And to accomplish the foregoing goals while 
also reducing costs as mandated by Congress over the 
short term. 

We have seen a pattern of economic 
manipulation and control of the economy of Guam by 
the U.S. Navy, historically, and through this 
economic interference has come political 
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manipulation. 
Examples: Holding one-third of the island 

undeveloped for almost 50 years. 
Requiring security clearances to go to and 

from Guam until 1962. 
The recent actions by the Department of 

Defense in placing huge amounts of excess land into 
bird and wildlife refuges, national parks, et cetera, 
while retaining the unilateral right to reenter and 
use this land. This not only inhibits Guam's 
economy, but is also evidence of the military's 
insincerity in closing Guam's bases and its 
recognition of the strategic importance of Guam. 

Recent actions of the Navy in proposing to 
mothball facilities is further evidence of the Navy's 
manipulation. 

Other restrictive measures, such as 
restricting civilian transfer of private property and 
land during the 1940s to freeze the market price of 
land on Guam until the Navy could condemn what it 
wanted, manipulation of the economy through military 
spending on Guam, et cetera, are further examples, 
and I've cited -- I've given you a whole stack of 
stuff citing some of these historical custodies. 

I submit to you that the motives of the Navy, 
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and the criteria which they are using to recommend 
base closure -- the closure of Guam's bases is not 
the criteria set by federal law, but rather I believe 
that the Navy's true criteria is a part of an ongoing 
de facto hidden agenda which the Navy has manifested 
since shortly after World War 11, as outlined above. 

When you review all of the written testimony 
which I, along with Team Guam, am submitting, you can 

only conclude that Guam's bases should not be closed. 
And to go from the written report for a minute, 
"Guam's bases are absolutely essential as forward 

bases for the defense of our country." Speakmg as 
an American now, not as a representative of the 
people of Guam. 

If, in your wisdom, you should decide to close 
some facilities, I am joining with Team Guam in 
asking that the real property assets involved be 
returned to the people of Guam, the rightful owners. 

Once again, thank you for this opportunity, 
and please don't be fooled by the Navy. Look 
carefully at the true motives and criteria of the 
Navy in recommending the closure of bases on Guam. 

There's another criteria, too. They don't 
have to worry about votes in Congress, since we do 
not have voting representation. I would point that 
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out parenthetically. That's an additional criteria. 
It's purely political, which I believe exists also. 
Because, let's face it, no matter how hard he works, 
until our Congressman has the full vote in Congress. 
and until we have 2 U.S. Senators, we are not going 
to have the clout of the 50 states in base closures 
or anything else. 

In closing, I reiterate that the true criteria 
that the Navy is using in my opinion as to its 
recommendations to the BRAC commission are to depress 
the economy of Guam, to ensure the future influence 
of the Navy over Guam's affairs, and to keep 
one-third of the island mothballed just in case of 
future needs by the U.S. Navy or the U.S. military. 

Please consider as part of my testimony the 
rather lengthy written testimony I'm submitting, and 
the summary thereof, which I'm submitting along with 
the attached documents which might be difficult for 
you to locate outside of Guam, which I have attached 
for your convenience. 

I would like to thank you for this 
opportunity, and I would like to again ask you to 
look very carefully at the Navy's motives and whether 
or not the criteria the Navy is applying is truly the 
criteria mandated by Congress. 
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1 Thank you very much. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

We're delighted to have you. Delegate Underwood, : it's a great pleasure, sir. 
5 DELEGATE UNDERWOOD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

6 Good morning, Commissioners, and I said good morning 
7 because it is still barely morning in Guam, but it is 

also 11 :00 a.m. in Tokyo, 10:00 a.m. in Seoul and 
Pyongyang, 9:00 a.m. in Beijing and 6:00 a.m. in 
Baghdad, and when you're talking about Asia and the 
hot spots of the world, Guam is in the right place 
and in the right time zone. 

The Department of Defense has been engaged in 
a process to right-size the U. S. military, and the 
BRAC '95 round of base closures is a natural 
consequence of the DOD review. DOD planners have 
assumed the U.S. must be prepared to fight two 
simultaneous major regional conflicts, the most 

19 womsome scenario depicts a conflict in the Middle 
20 East and a simultaneous outbreak of hostilities on 
21 Korea. 
22 I call to your attention the news reports 
23 earlier last week that the North Koreans broke off 
24 talks to resolve the matter of the nuclear reactors, 
25 causing yet another setback in a conflict that almost 

1 causing hardship to Navy families due to additional 
2 deployments back to the areas around Guam. 
3 Consequently, it should not be surprising to you that 
4 the naval officers who will implement Washington's 
5 recommendations are not exactly thrilled with their 
6 sailing orders. 
7 We concede that the MSC ships now on Guam can 

support fleet operations from Hawaii, but certainly 
not as easily as from Guam. And we know that 42 
percent of the customer base of Guam's FISC is 
associated with the MSC ships. And we know that 70 
percent of the SRF workload comes from the ships. 
Like real dominoes, they will fall with the pull out 
of MSC ships, and the capacity to respond to 2 MRCs 
will have been severely eroded. 

The military criteria that BRAC must address 
can be satisfied only if Guam's strategic importance 
is retained in some way for future contingencies. 

19 So in leaving Guam, the Navy would hedge its 
20 bets, and continue its forward deployed strategy by 
21 operating out of Hawaii or from less reliable foreign 
22 bases. But when it's crunch time, they assure you 
23 they'll be able to come back, and everything will be 
24 ready for them on Guam. I guess the Navy planners 
25 assume we'll just change the adios signs to welcome 

5 Desert Storm. Guam is important in any scenario 
6 involving a conflict in Korea. In DOD's worst case 
7 scenario of two simultaneous MRCs, Guam will be 

1 occurred last year. And the same week carried near 
2 simultaneous reports of the continued intransigence 
3 of the regime in Baghdad. 
4 As you know, Guam played an important role in 

critical to success. Guam is geographically 
positioned to support logistic requirements for both 
the Middle East and Korea. Prepositioned ships are a 
good idea, but a prepositioned island is even better. 

But under the DOD recommendations, the 
prepositioned island is moved 3800 miles back away 
from the action, thereby degrading fleet operations. 
Admiral Zlataport, Commander in Chief, Pacific 
Command, has pointed out that the MSC ship 
reassignments from Guam to Hawaii would make fleet 
operations more difficult. 

Granted, the admiral would implement 
recommendations you made, but it would significantly 
reduce his ability to respond to changing conditions 
with an additional 10 sailing days from Hawaii to 
Guam. 

HC-5 would have to deploy aircraft to Guam 

1 back. 
2 This BRAC recommendation for Guam touches on a 
3 fundamental unfairness. Guam's location in Asia, its 
4 status as a U.S. temtory, and its proximity to 
5 potential areas of conflict guarantees that there 
6 will always be an important military role for the 
7 island. Ironically, Guam's status and stability is 

being used to allow the Navy to experiment with lower 
wst deployments in foreign countries while 
maintaining its fall-back position of Guam. But when 
political sensitivities in foreign ports are offended 
by the U.S. Navy's nuclear submarines, where does the 
navy turn to? Right, Guam, as with the case with the 
USS DRUM last month. 

In making comparisons to U . S . military 
activities in the region, Guam frequently does not 
get the benefits of forward deployment. While the 
SFR on Guam is threatened, the SFR in Yokusaka is 
secure. The Guam FISC is slated to be replaced by a 
heavier reliance on suppliers in foreign ports. 
Unlike U.S. mainland bases which compete on a level 
playing field with domestic installations, Guam 
appears to be competing with foreign bases for the 
Navy's resources. 

25 anyway, further eroding any expected cost savings and 1 25 

And those who pay the consequences of such 
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experimentation are the American citizens on Guam. 
It should be the cornerstone of our national policy 
to benefit American workers in the forward deployment 
of our military whenever possible. 

While the Navy might consider its bases on our 
island a marriage of convenience, Guam is not willing 
to be exploited by a divorce of convenience. We 
would rather not have a divorce, but if that is your 
decision, we want our terms to be dealt with 
equitably, and we want custody of the resources. 

Team Guam has come up with ways that address 
your concerns, fulfill all the BRAC criteria and 
redefine the partnership between the island and our 
military -- and the military. 

The Team Guam proposal gives you options to 
consider. In the first and preferred option, the MSC 
ships remain forward deployed on Guam, SFR becomes a 

collaborative venture with a strong Navy customer 
base, FISC remains open and operated by the Navy, and 
the HC-5 squadron remains on the island to support 
the MSC ships. 

The second Team Guam option would add to the 
changes in Option 1 by giving the government of Guam 
the opportunity to enter into a collaborative venture 
with FISC. 
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The 3rd option transfers assets to Guam in the 
event of a BRAC decision primarily follows the DOD 
recommendation. 

We believe that it is in choosing Option 1 
that the BRAC criteria are upheld. Our 
recommendation directly addresses the strategic 
military value of Guam, DOD's need to save money, and 
Guam's effort to adjust to the economic impact. 

Team Guam's approach would enable the military 

commanders in the Pacitic to respond to the current 
and future mission requirements, improve on military 
readiness, and accommodates mobilization and 
contingency requirements, the first 4 criteria 
dealing with the military value. The MSC ships 
forward deployed on Guam 10 days ahead of the fleet 
would give PAC FLEET additional flexibility. 
Moreover, this proposal would provide DOD's needs for 
reliable bases in the future on U.S. soil. 

Team Guam's proposal also saves DOD money, the 
5th selection criteria. DOD would not be forced to 
spend money on keeping MSC ships on permanent cruises 
or perhaps even obviates the need for an additional 
MSC ship. 

Finally, Team Guam's recommendations would 
ease the economic impact to our island, and will 
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utilize a highly skilled American work force. 
Our options demonstrate our thinking on what 

needs to be done to sustain economic recovery on 
Guam. We appreciate that there may be unlimited 
variations of Options 2 and 3, and we consider that 
the issue of transition periods for different 
scenarios and activities would be explored in the 
weeks to come, and our outline and our Team Guam 
document. 

But as in any divorce or separation, our 
lawyers need to get together to forestall any 
hostility. 

The Navy has put a lot of thought into what 
war-fighting equipment it will need and what 
resources it needs for the 21st century. Team Guam 
has put an equal amount of effort into defining a 
role for Guam that supports our nation's interests 
while giving us a path to economic success. 

But we still have other issues to resolve. 
First, let's resolve some antiquated military 

land use policies on Guam. The military needs to get 
out of the land ownership in a big way. BRAC can 
help us by returning the 6100 acres identified as 
excess by the military in its Guam Land Use Plan 94 
study. Any land the military owns that is not needed 
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consumes valuable resource that could potentially be 
used to expand Guam's economy, and resolving the 
historical injustices that accompanied the land 
takings would be a great start for renewing the 
partnership between Guam and the military. 

But I must caution that we would need to 

dialogue further in the weeks ahead on the excess 
lands issue so that a BRAC decision does not 
aggravate an already complicated debate about -- 
serious debate about land use on Guam. 

Secondly, the commission should direct the 
military to divest itself of all excess capacity on 
Guam, from water and power utilities to land holdings 
not identitied in GLUP 94. While the military has 
made tough decisions about civilian jobs on Guam, 
they have spared themselves of all difticulty by 
looking in their own backyard for savings. 

Guam, 2 military air fields. Guam, 2 
ammunition magazines, 2 military golf courses, 2 
military beaches, 2 power systems, 2 water systems. 
You would have thought that Noah had planned Guam. 

Team Guam has prepared many suggestions to 
help you. And just in case this is the last BRAC 
round, we'd like you to mention the ultimate 
disposition of all excess capacity so that the 
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3 Our plan takes us into the 21st Century by 
4 laying to rest lingering land problems created in 
5 military land acquisitions in the years after World 
6 War 11. Team Guam's recommendations recognize the 
7 contributions of the federal employees and protects 
8 their future to the greatest extent possible. 

1 military can move in this direction in the years to 

2 come. 

But most importantly, our plan recognizes the 
unique contributions of the people of Guam to this 
nation. We contributed our share during the 
occupation during World War 11. We contributed our 
share 20 years ago to this very day as the fall of 
Viet Nam flooded our island with refugees. 

In a matter of weeks, Guam's population 
doubled. Schools were closed to create makeshift 
dorms. Water resources became scarce, and 

1 is no longer a military requirement for the ship 
2 repair facility in Guam or the fleet and industrial 

18 supermarkets ran low on everything from rice to 
19 Pampers. 
20 Citizens of Guam became an instant pool of 
2 1 volunteers to help the U. S. Government in one of our 
22 nation's darkest hours. We were there for the 
23 nation, and we will be there again in the future if 
24 there is another crisis in our part of the world, 
25 because we fly the American flag. 

1 We simply ask that this nation not take the 
people of Guam for granted, not any more. Have a 
nice morning. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much for a 

fine presentation. Now, Archbishop, we're delighted 
to have you here. You're just what we need at this 
time of the afternoon after a long and difficult day. 
Welcome. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: I was just going to say 

I bet I know what you're going to tell us about 
divorce here. 

ARCHBISHOP APURON: Now, Mr. Chairman and 
Commissioners, I have to thank you for this 

14 opportunity to t e s m  before you today. Because of 
15 the constraints of time, I will be brief, but my 
16 brevity is neither reflective of the importance of 
17 this issue to the people of Guam nor the gravity of 
18 their purpose in this process. 
19 I would like to thank you for the 
20 consideration you have given Guam in the past, and 
2 1 beseech you to give us that same consideration now. 
22 Commissioners, I have no expertise in 

w 23 
strategic matters. I cannot speak to the military 

24 requirement of these bases. I must accept at face 

25 value the Department of Defense contention that there 
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3 supply center. 
4 The closure of these facilities will result in 
5 the loss of jobs that will affect our people directly 
6 and indirectly, but in the end, that is not something 
7 that must rank uppermost in your minds. You must be 
8 driven primarily by concern for the defense posture 

of the United States and a crying need to reduce 
military expenditure. That is your mandate. 

In the final analysis, I do not believe Guam 
or any other place, for that matter, has an intrinsic 
right to the presence of a military base on their 
soil for economic reasons. That would be tantamount 
to military spending being a form of public welfare. 

Furthermore, being in a profession of peace, I 
must confess that if the world is changed to the 

18 extent that the large arsenals of weapons of mass 
19 destruction or military forces are not needed to the 
20 same degree, then that must be in a global sense a 
21 good thing, for how can a person of conscience have a 
22 problem with peace? 
23 If these bases must go, and there is only one 
24 thing that each of you I humbly submit must do. In 

recognition that we in Guam are going to have to take 
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care of our people who will be adversely affected, 
you must allow us the means to ameliorate their 
suffering. 

I urge you to turn over the lands and the 
assets that will no longer be in active use by the 
military after this decision is rendered. Give them 
back to us so that we can put them to use, so that we 
can have the means to ease the pain of our people, so 
that we can with the help of God build a new 
prosperity for our island. 

I ask you not to allow these lands and assets 
to be held hostage to a future contingency 
requirement. I urge you to let us put them to 
productive use now. 

I urge you in the name of justice and the name 
of my people in Guam to mandate the full return of 
the lands and assets the military no longer needs in 
Guam. I believe it is the right and just and the 
proper thing to do. S' Yu'os Ma'ase. Thank you. S' 
Yu'os Obendisitoro (phonetic). May God bless us all. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, thank you all for a 
22 very excellent presentation on behalf of Guam. You 
23 may not have a vote, but you sure have terrific 
24 voices over there. We're impressed. Thank you very 
25 much. (Clapping .) 
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Pardon me. Pardon me. Commissioner Cornella 
has a question. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: The letter Congressman 

Underwood referenced from Mr. Perry, I'm not sure 
that we have a copy of that as the commission, and I 
think it's pertinent to our deliberations. I was 
supplied with a copy of it from an officer of the 
Navy today, but as it is addressed to Mr. Underwood, 
I would request that he submit that for the record, 
please. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you be kind enough to 
do that? 

CONGRESSMAN UNDERWOOD: I would be happy to do 

SO. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We would like to have that in 

the record. 
GOVERNOR GUTIERREZ: It was addressed to the 

speaker, myself, and Delegate Underwood. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: And then it would be the 

understanding of all of you if our friend Delegate 
Underwood could make that available to us for the 
record? 

GOVERNOR GUTIERREZ: Absolutely. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissioner Cornella 

for that very good question. Are there any further 
28 1 

questions? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: My only comment would 

be -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: -- Archbishop, I think 

you were pretty easy on my colleagues here compared 
to Mr. Cornella and myself. I think they deserve the 
same level of guilt trip that we got, since we flew 
22 hours to get it. It's really great to see you all 
again, and I want to thank you again for the 
wonderful hospitality that you extended to us while 
we visited in your island, and your presentations 
were very effective today as well. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner 
Steele. Commissioner Montoya. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I need to fess up and 
thank you. I was a CV on Guam in 1964, 1965, and 
instead of coming home, my battalion mounted out and 
went to Viet Nam in the spring of 1965, and the 
island, the Guamanian people turned out and bade us 
farewell, loaded our ships and our planes with all 
that we could haul away with your blessing and your 
support, and many, many years later, I thank you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Admiral Montoya, we 
appreciate that. Are there any further comments? A 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, the Local efforts in that regard have been led by 
2 distinguished senior senator from Alaska who has 2 Cleeta Barger, Ray Woodruff, and Mayor Glenn Wright, I 
3 served his state and our nation with such great 
4 ability for so many years is here waiting, and I 
5 think we'll accommodate him immediately, and if my 

colleagues will excuse the waiver of a 5-minute 
break, I think we'll go right ahead. We're delighted 
to have Senator Ted Steven here. 

All right. How impressive. He jumps up. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Gentlemen, I apologize. I 

have to ask you to raise your right hand. The law 
requires it. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the 
testimony you are about to give before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the 

16 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 
17 SPEAKERS: I do. 
18 CHAJRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. We're 
19 delighted to have the distinguished senior senator 
20 from Alaska, Senator Ted Stevens, here. 
21 SENATOR STEVENS: Thank you very much, 
22 Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Commission. I 

3 and they prepared the materials to be presented at 
4 this hearing and the one in Alaska also. Lee Clune 
5 will cover those materials for this evening. 

Ladies and gentlemen, Alaska based Army and 
Air Force units function as teams. North and south 
of the range in Alaska, they constitute our nation's 
strategic reserve in the Pacific. No units in the 
United States can deploy to Asia more rapidly than 
forces in Alaska. On that basis alone, they are 
irreplaceable. 

But Alaska's Army and Air Force units can also 
deploy more rapidly to Northern Europe than any 
forces stationed in what we call the lower 48 states. 

16 In fact, each soldier and airman stationed in 
17 Alaska counts for 2 in the lower 48. Not ody  does 
18 the geo-strategic position of Alaska save time, but 
19 the tremendous shortening of distance means fewer 
20 transports, fewer tankers, and less sea lift are 
21 needed to deploy forces based in Alaska. This 
22 dividend takes on even greater significance with the 

25 me to appear so late in the day. 
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23 appreciate the opportunity to testify before you, and 
24 I appreciate your courtesy in particular for allowing 

25 In 1 99 1, the predecessor commission considered 
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23 smaller forces envisioned by Secretary Aspin's bottom 
24 up review. 

I 

1 We did have business there at the Senate I 1 the closure of Fort Richardson in Alaska, and 
2 today, and it has been a long day as it has been for 1 2 rejected that option because it failed to generate 
3 you. 
4 Yours is a tough job, but one that is vital. 
5 Our nation must ensure resources to maintain and 
6 modernize our military forces and make sure they 're 

not being wasted on installations that are no longer 
required. 

So let me begin my statement by expressing my 
appreciation to Commissioners Cornella and Cox for 
the opportunity to show them fxsthand the potential 
impact of these BRAC recommendations on Alaska. All 
Alaskan's recognize their diligent work, as well as 
the contributions of the commission staff that worked 
with them. So we thank Charlie Smith, C.C. Carmen, 
Ralph Kaiser, Paul Hegarty, John Earnhardt, Christy 
Still, Jim Phillips, and Steve Bailey also. 

At the hearing on Monday, they witnessed the 
Delta Junction community's total commitment to the 

20 Army and to Fort Greely. Our governor, Tony Knowles, 
21 State Senator Georgianna Lincoln, and Representative 
22 Gene Kubina joined the Alaska Congressional 
23 Delegation in working with the Delta Junction 
24 community to try and interpret the department's 
25 recommendations. 
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3 significant savings and severely damaged our nation's 
4 security position in the Pacific. The force 
5 reductions that have been imposed on Alaska since 
6 1991 makes such a move even now less advisable. 

The reduction of any of the other main bases 
operated in Alaska defies the military priorities 
articulated by Admiral Dick Macke, who was sent back, 

and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well as every one 
of their predecessors with whom I've worked closely. 

While I understand that some of you, and it's 
been told that some have suggested to you to consider 
closing other bases in Alaska such as Fort Richardson 
and/or Fort Wainwright, I urge you to listen to our 
military leaders and reject the calls to further 
diminish our military presence in the Pacific. 

And I urge you also to please listen to me as 
a representative of Alaska not to leave Alaska 

20 undefended again. 
2 1 Our state is one-fifth of the size of the 
22 United States. We have half of the nation's total 
23 coast line. The north shore oil alone provides 25 
24 percent of our nation's domestic petroleum supply, 
25 and we have consistently produced more oil than 
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Kuwait. Think of the divisions that have defended 
Kuwait, and we now have one Army brigade to defend 
one-fifth of the United States, barely 1 percent of 
the total personnel of the Army. 

It's incredulous to me that anyone would 
propose to you to further reduce this minimal defense 
that exists in my state. 

For those of us who remember the lessons of 
World War 11, Alaska shares with Hawaii the 
distinction of direct attack, during that war, and 
only Alaska endured occupation by enemy forces. 

In this 50th a~iversary  of the end of that 
war, Alaskan's remember the price paid when the 
defense of our state -- when the pleas for the 
defense of our state were ignored. I brought with me 
The Thousand Mile War. I don't know if you ever read 
it. It's by Brian Garfield, who is a distinguished 
author. He says in the front piece that this is a 
story of the only military campaign fought on North 
American soil in World War 11, a story of sadist 
combat. I think if you haven't read it, I urge you 
to do so, because you would understand the fears of 
us, those of us who remember World War 11. 

Now, with respect to the realignment proposed 
for Fort Greely, I know you will be closely examining 
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the Army's estimates of the potential savings from 
shifting many functions there to Fort Wainwright. 

Lee Clune will present the information with 
regard to that recommendation. 

The value of maintaining Fort Greely in an 
active status in the Army inventory to me is 
immeasurable. It provides a unique capability not 
only to the Army, but to the larger defense team. 

Its exceptional facilities and training areas 

afford unparalleled opportunities to train and test 
in a cold weather environment both Army and Air Force 
units. It can and does accommodate live fire, one of 
the only live fire areas -- I think the only one for 
the Pacific. There is large scale ground and air 
maneuver capability. 

Fort Greely is a unique and invaluable asset 
to conduct joint and combined operations, which is 
the way our forces must fight in the future. 

Following a visit to Alaska, as we flew back, 
General Colin Powell told me that he felt the bases, 
particularly in interior Alaska provide the only real 
alternative to maintaining the Army's presence in the 
North Pacific, if it becomes necessary to reduce our 
presence in Japan or Korea. 

It is because of this geostrategic importance 
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and excellent training areas and infrastructure that 
I urge this commission to re-evaluate the options and 
to try to find a way to maintain a greater permanent 
presence in Fort Greely. 

The Army's Safari concept, which is running 
training operations out of Fort Wainwright just 
doesn't add up from a dollars and cents point of 
view. 

More importantly, safety considerations 
require more consideration. Is my light on? Sorry. 
This plan means moving trips, equipment, and 
logistical supplies from Fort Wainwright to Greely on 
a regular basis over 100 miles through ice, snow, and 
extreme temperatures during 7 months of the year. I 
lived in Fairbanks when I first went to Alaska, and I 
can tell you we're talking about extreme temperatures 
well below 60 below at many times during that period. 

Our nation invested in Fort Greely over the 
years because it made sense to train our forces in 
the way they must fight. Interior Alaska provides a 
unique capability not found elsewhere in our nation 
or abroad. 

Even though our Armed Forces are downsizing, I 
urge you to remember that many of those forces may be 
required to fight in extreme cold and inhospitable 
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environments. To be prepared, they must train in 
those environments so they know their equipment can 
perform in the Arctic and they know it because 
they've proved it to themselves in a harsh 
environment. 

With regards to the proposed closure of Adak, 
just briefly, let me tell you Alaskan's understand 
the changing mission of our military forces in the 
Pacific as the Soviet threat diminished. We 
recognize that Adak's closure marks the end of an era 
for the military in the Aleutian Islands, which this 
book describes. Out there, servicemen have long 
outnumbered the native residents. 

However, the disposition of the Adak assets of 
the Navy are critical to all the citizens who live in 
the Aleutians, as well as the state of Alaska at 
large. I hope we'll be permitted to take advantage 
of these facilities, to build on what's there. Over 
the years, we've put 3 billion dollars in Adak. 

We are exploring ways to use that area, such 
as a privately run prison to serve many 
states, a forward logistic base for commercial air 
and sea freight operations, and a fish processing 
facility. 

Half of the United States fishery products 
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come from the area off the Aleutian Islands. There 
are many issues that I could discuss concerning Adak, 
including environmental considerations, but I hope we 
can look forward with optimism to a productive future 
for Adak, following the Navy's departure. 

I know that -- and I've worked with many of 
you over the years. I understand your commitment to 
do your job. I hope you will do everything in your 
power to support the military and the men and women 
of the Armed Forces. 

I believe those in Alaska are at a minimal 
level now for the future protection of my state and 
for our role in the north Pacific. 

Let me introduce to you Mr. Lee Clune. He's 
the Superintendent of Schools in the Delta Junction, 
and he will present the detailed concerns of the 
community with regard to the recommendations 
concerning Fort Greely . 

Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Senator, for your 

excellent presentation. We're delighted to have you, 
Mr. Clune. 

MR. CLUNE: Thank you. I know it's been a 
long day. I appreciate the opportunity to speak with 
you on this matter. Mr. Chairman, BRAC Commission 
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Members, Senator Stevens, and staff. As the senator 
said, my name is Lee Clune. I represent the Delta 
Junction Community Coalition and the entire community 
of Delta Junction. I express my appreciation for 
this opportunity to address you. 

The facts presented today on all Alaska 
installations will characterize size, usage, value, 
impacts on military readiness, civilian encroachment, 
and complaints and factors which have the potential 
to create a public relations disaster for the Army. 

Any comparisons with other Alaska bases are 
for the express purpose of presenting Fort Greely's 
capabilities only. 

All of the above items will show that Fort 
Greely is the only place to accomplish the required 
testing and training missions. 

The document, which I believe we provided to 
you earlier today, Base Realignment and Closure by 
the DeltalGreely Community Coalition, was presented 
to Commissioner Cornella and Commissioner Cox in 
Delta Junction on the 24th. I respectfully request 
that this same document be accepted for duplication 
as part of my testimony today. The attachments to 
which I refer are included in that document. 

I would also like to make it clear that my 
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testimony should be considered separate from and 
supported by the testimony in the document provided 
by the commission in Delta. You will recognize some 
of my testimony as being verbatim excerpts from the 
coalition documents. Some of it is paraphrases of 
information within that document, and the rest 
material which I consider relevant and supportive. 

I would like to call your attention to 
Attachments 2, 3, 4, and 5 as you look through them 
later. They provide some critical visual information 
reflecting the size and scope of the land resource 
capabilities surrounding Fort Greely , particularly 
the Attachment 3, which is the wld triangle. 

Right at the very tip of that cold triangle is 
Fort Greely. Those are temperatures in any time of 
the winter they can reach anywhere from 30 below. 
which is fairly comfortable, to 70 and 80 below. Any 
time we have testing and training in areas that we 
want to see how critical things are going to work, 
including personnel, those are the types of 
temperatures we need to call on as quickly as 
possible. 

In the training base comparisons from '93 to 
'95, some significant changes were made which were 
erroneous in our opinion in the areas of reserve 
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component support, spreadable acres and maneuver 
acres as well as mechanized maneuver acres. These 
factors above would have significantly improved Fort 
Greely's rankings. I would like at this point in 
time just to quickly share the qualifications of the 
retired military members of the coalition who have 
provided the expertise for the Attachments 6, 7, and 
8, because I think the credibility therein is highly 
important. 

First of all, there's Colonel Edward F. 
Sheehan, retired, military from 1960 to '86, served 

in the capacity of military commander or Senior 
Department of the Army Civilian with headquarter at 
Fort Greely, CRTA and WTC. For 15 years he served as 
either a special advisor to the commanding general 
user ad and the Commander General of 6 ID Light. 

Also Lieutenant Colonel Carl Woodruff, who 
presented to the commission members earlier this 
week. Retired in 199 1. He served as the CRTC 
materials and test director for Greely and in the 
U.S. Army Engineer School at Fort Bandworth. The 
U .S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Agencies. 
and on infiniturn, a tremendously strong background. 

Lieutenant Colonel John Hite, retired. He 
served as a commander of the Northern Air Force 
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1 Training Center from 1982 to '84. We depended upon 
2 them heavily for the information concerning Fort 

Now, according to the range regulations and -: Gmly. 
5 historical usage, the information presented in 

Attachment 6, 7, and 8 prove that neither Fort 
Wainwright nor Fort Richardson alone are totally 
capable of meeting either the Army's Range Safety 
Regulations or their own, because they lack a very 
specific terrain for firing munitions and lasers 
within the confines of the impact areas on either 
coast. 

The military value of Fort Greely in 
conjunction with Richardson and Fort Wainwright 
cannot be overestimated in today's world. 

An Army Airfield is C-5 capable when the soil 
17 is frozen. As you might imagine, that's quite a bit 
18 ofthetimeoftheyear. TheC-141sandthe130sand 
19 many other aircraft also regularly use that airfield. 
20 In 1990 a stationing study referred to by the 
21 senator was done by the Fort Richardson Director of 
22 Resource Management Office, which indicated a desire 
23 to station an artillery battalion and maintenance 
24 unit at Fort Greely. Although we have been unable to 
25 obtain a copy of this document, the proposed 
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1 stationing as put forth at that time would be even 
2 more feasible now than then. This is especially true 
3 when considering the inability to fire live artillery 

munitions at Fort Richardson. 
Fort Greely has 2 primary missions which have 

significant impact on the readiness of the U.S. Army, 
both of which are year-round requirements. The 
missions are testing of equipment in a cold regions 
environment and training soldiers and cavalry in 
operations in cold and mountainous enviroaments. 

Fort Greely is the Army's only valid source of 
expertise in both of these areas. There is nowhere 
else that the testing of equipment can take place to 
ensure that it will operate in cold regions. The 

15 extent and breadth of the testing done at Fort Greely 
can best be comprehended I think with the knowledge 
that all items of Army equipment used in the Gulf War 
were tested by CRTA. 

Attachment 9 will exhibit some of those major 
items. 

Testing at Fort Wainwright would be limited by 
terrain, visibility, range availability, traffic, 
weather, transport, and many other factors. I would 
like you to review at your leisure Attachments 6,7, 
and 8 which will expound on all of these problems. 
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Touching on the concept of Safari that the Senator 
mentioned earlier. The Safari operations from Fort 
Wainwright just simply does not make sense. 

The quarters at Fort Greely will be closed and 
declared excess, while requiring construction of more 
than 38 million dollars worth of quarters at Fort 
Wainwright, according to figures provided to the 
senator earlier this month. 

In addition, the Army will incur costs in the 
form of TDY and families will be separated by having 
to test and retrain at Fort Greely. 

I would like to just really very quickly to 
read one paragraph out of the document which you will 
refer to later on having to do with the earlier 
attempt to do this type of Safari, and this is out of 
Attachment 6, Paragraph E. In 1964, a large segment 
of the cold region test activity was moved from Fort 
Greely to Fort Wainwright, and required ranges were 
constructed along the highway and west of the Panama 
River. These facilities were never really used 
because of the pressure applied from Fairbanks area 
environmentalists and aviators. Only general 
equipment training could be accomplished. CRTA, then 
the U.S. Army's Arctic test fort, was moved back to 
Fort Greely in 1966. This mistake is about to be 
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repeated. 
CRTA testing must capture a given climatic 

condition when it occurs due to the sophisticated 
instrumentation. This cannot be accomplished 
sufficiently after a 100-mile bus ride from Fort 
Greely when it may be 40 or 50 below. 

These facts clearly show we believe that the 
military value of Fort Greely is significant, and its 
one of a kind capability simply should not be 
forfeited. 

Cost comparisons, then, beginning at 
Attachment 11, have been made between the COBRA study 

and figures which have been developed by the 
coalition, specifically by members who have worked 
with these over many years. A comparison of cost 
savings to the year 2001 shows a much lower rate of 
savings as compared to the COBRA study. 

The coalition contends return on this 
investment will take approximately 7 years rather 
than the 5 identified in the COBRA. 

And I think of specific importance is the 
COBRA report states that the census area of Southern 
Fairbanks is the DeltaIFort Greely impact area. 
Commissioner Cornella and Commissioner Cox having 
overflown that area, I believe will be able to share 
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1 with you that that is somewhat ambiguous. This 
2 entire area by the map on Attachment 13 is larger 

than Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and : Vermont combined. 
5 The reduced and actual impacted, however, that 
6 area is approximately a 30-mile radius around Delta 
7 Junction. This is error. It is much smaller. It's 

1 for testing and training achievement. It provides 
2 verifiable documentation proving the lack of 
3 credibility of some of the data developed for your 
4 consumption. 
5 The current recommendation lacks any future 
6 vision for the military presence in Alaska, and to 
7 maintain our national military posture. Our military 

10 entire population of that southeast Fairbanks census I 10 preparing to sacrifice that training. 

8 only about the size of Rhode Island. 
9 The COBRA study also improperly used the 

1 1 area as the population for impacting personnel. With ( 1 1 The local impact data provided, economic as 

8 forces face potential conflicts in Korea, Bosnia, 
9 Northern Europe, as well as other areas, and we are 

this, they arrived at then a 36 point 3 percent loss 
of job category. According to the Alaska state 
demographer, the DeltaIFort Greely population is 
3988, probably less than we have in the hotel here 
tonight. So if I seem a little nervous, it's because 
I'm around a lot more people than I'm used to. 

The job loss figure provided by COBRA is 
ambiguous at best. However, when using their 
figures, but using actual population, the job loss in 
the DeltdFort Greely area is about 70 point 5 
percent. 

However, assuming the numbers compiled by the 
coalition are correct, the job loss figure is 
actually 80 point 6 percent. 
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In all honestly, I feel that once we look at 
the figures and we take a high and a low figure and 
throw them out, we're talking in the area of between 
60 and 70 percent job loss in the Delta area. 

In summary, I'd like to offer the following 
points of ~ l a ~ c a t i o n :  

The training and testing missions accomplished 
without interruption for the past 46 years at Fort 
Greely cannot adequately be done elsewhere, either in 

the lower 48 states or Alaska with equal efficiency 

well as social, demonstrates a much higher cost. 
That data from COBRA really doesn't touch a lot of 
it. 

For example, 48 percent of the students 
currently enrolled in my school district will be gone 
from the community. 52 percent of the professional 
and support staff at a minimum that are employed at 
the district at this point in time will be thrust 
into the ranks of the unemployed. 

The region and state brain drain will be 
disastrous. I really cannot put into words what the 
loss would be in the depth and the breadth of our 
instructional programs that we have now at our 
schools. 
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Commissioners, I leave you with one critical 
issue. Direct your staff to scrutinize very closely 
the 1995 BRAC reports and the 1993 BRAC reports. As 

you compare the 2, ask yourself how Fort Greely could 
possibly have lost a minimum 185 points in such a 
short period of time. 

I ask you did the huge amount of land mass 
that had available for mechanized maneuvers suddenly 
disappear? Did 66 percent of the available acres 
that were rated in the 1993 report but ignored in the 

11 and the essential ingredients of cost, climate, 1 1 1 '95 report simply vanish? 
12 terrain, remoteness, people expertise, and public 1 12 Mr. Chairman and commissioners, the 

acceptance are considered. 
As we have demonstrated with facts and 

figures, the Army's requirements for Fort Greely as a 
testing in site is critical. There will be no cost 
savings should Fort Greely be realigned, and Fort 
Greely is a bargain by anyone's judgment. 

The DeltaIGreely community and Alaska to a 
lesser degree will be grievously crippled should the 
alignment occur. 

In closing, I'd like to leave you with the 
following comments: 

Our executive summary has provided you with 
verifiable evidence of the Hawaii possible quality 
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information that the coalition has presented to you 
confirms in our opinion the fact that through a 
realignment the proper utilization of the training 
and testing ranges will in effect be lost. 

These are the 2 very minor discrepancies that 
support our contention that the recommendation is 
based on unacceptable data that in our opinion Fort 
Greely should be removed from the 1995 BRAC list. 

Thank you for your consideration, and a 
special thanks to you Commissioners Cornella and Cox 
for visiting and spending some time in our community 
so that you could bring back possibly a little 
clearer perspective of what our small area might be 
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impacted by. Thank you very much for your time. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, Mr. Clune, we thank 

you, and we thank your distinguished senior senator 
for that very fine presentation. 

You've done Alaska proud. We thank you all. 
This meeting is adjourned. 

-- c,oo -- 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ) 
I, FRANCINE R. DAIS, a Certified Shorthand 

Reporter in and for the State of California, do 
hereby certdy: 

That the said proceeding was taken before me 
at the said time and place, and was taken down in 
shorthand writing by me; 

That I am a Certified Shorthand Reporter of 
the State of California; 

That the said proceeding was thereafter, under 
my direction, transcribed into computer-assisted 
transcription; and that the foregoing transcript 
constitutes a full, true, and correct report of the 
proceedings which then and there took place to the 
best of my ability; that I am a disinterested person 
to the said action. 

IN W N E S S  WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed 
my hand this 2nd day of May 1995. 

FRANCINE R. DAIS, C.S.R. #a855 
State of California 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

CHAINU%AN COX: Good morning, l a d i e s  and 

qentlemen. Welcome t o  t h e  r e q i o n a l  hear ing  of t h e  Defense 

Base Closure and Realignment C o a i s s i o n .  My n a ~ a  is Rebecca 

Cox, and I an a member of t h e  d s s i o n  charged with  

eva lua t ing  t h e  r e c w e n d a t i o n s  of t h e  Department o f  Defense, 

regard ing  t h e  c l o s u r e  and realigmment of  m i l i t a r y  

i n s t a l l a t i o n s  Lo t h e  United SCILes. Also  h e r e  w i t h  re today 

a r e  C&ssioners Wendi S t e e l e ,  Al Cornel la ,  lea IUbq. and 

Joe  Robles. 

F i r s t ,  l e t  m e  thank all of  t h e  m i l i u r y  and 

c i v i l i a n  p e r s o m e l  who have a s s i s t e d  u s  s o  capably dur ing  our  

v i s i t s  t o  t h e  nany bases  t h a t  w l l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  today. We've 

spent  a l o t  of days l o o k h g  a t  t h e s e  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and asking 

ques t ions ,  and t h e  coopera t ion  t h a t  we've rece ived  h a s  been 

very, very h e l p f u l .  The paFn purpose of the base  v i s i t s  

we've conducted is  t o  allow u s  to s e e  the i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and 

t o  address  with t h e  m i l i t a r y  personnel  t h e  all important 

ques t ion  of  t h e  m i l i t a r y  va lue .  

In  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  base  v i s i t s ,  a s  you all know. we 

a r e  conducting a total of  11 r e q i o n a l  hear inqs ,  of which 

today's is t h e  t e n t h .  The c o r n u n i t i e s  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  

C O N T E N T S  

WDRWIWG SESSION: 

U A U Y I A N D  DB-TION: 

Senator  Paul 
Governor Parrvank;;  
s e n a t o r  Barbara d k u l w g 1 0  
Con ressaan  S t  E4Fxs3L)"4PFf c a r d i n  

~ ~ g ~ ~ ~ a a & ~ ~ o s c o e  
B a r t l e t t  

Mr. I a r r y  

Mr Dou l a s  -can 
c o i s r e s L  -rt ~ y n n  

6: E f 2 Y W F f  
Con ressaan  Rober t  Khr l ich  Jr. 
colxnel  Kent Wenser 
Concludinq Remarks by S e n a t o r  sarbanes  

ARmwcoN SESSION 

P e m s n v l w m  DKL~GRTIOW: 

Paqe 

PAGE 

Paqe 

c l o s u r e  a r e  the pain purpose of  t h e  r e g i o n a l  hear inqs  today, 

s o  t h a t  r e  can hear  fr-  then  and c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  views. We 

cons ider  t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  t o  b e  one of  t h e  most impor tan t  

p a r t s  of o u r  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  

wt se a s s u r e  you t h a t  all of  t h e  d s s i o n e r s  and 

t h e  s t a f f  a r e  well  aware of the tremendous h p a c t  of  c l o s u r e  

on t h e  co lmuni t ies .  We a r e  c o t l l i t t e d  t o  openness and 

f a i r n e s s  Lo this process,  and all of  t h e  r a t e r i a l  we gather.  

a l l  of t h e  informat ion  we g e t  f r m  t h e  Department of Defense, 

and a l l  of our  correspondence is c c u p l e t e l y  open t o  t b e  

publ ic .  W e  a r e  f a c e d  with an  unpleasant  and paiaful task,  

which we in tend  t o  c a r r y  o u t  a s  s e n s i t l v e l y  as we can. The 

kind of a s s i s t a n c e  we have r e c e i v e d  h e r e  is v e r y  helpful. 

l\s f a r  a s  how we w i l l  proceed today, we w i l l  do t h e  

same a s  w e  have done in all of o u r  r e q i o n a l  hear inqs ,  and 

t h a t  is t h a t  t h e  c o m i s s i o n  h a s  ass igned  a block of t ime t o  

each s t a t e  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  c l o s u r e ,  and t h e  o v e r a l l  amount of 

time was determined by t h e  n-r of i n s t a l l a t i o n s  on t h e  

l i s t ,  and t h e  amount of job  l o s s .  The t h e  l h t t s  w i l l  be 

enforced, s t r i c t l y .  

We n o t l f i e d  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  of 

this procedure, and l e f t  it up t o  them, working with t h e  
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7- a r y l a n d  f o r  130 minutes, and f r m  Pennsylvania, f o r  55 

At t h e  end of t h e  Pennsylvania morning 

senta t ion ,  we have s e t  a s i d e  a per iod  of 30 minutes f o r  d'. 
7 publ lc  coment ,  dur ing  which w a b e r s  of t h e  p u b l i c  f r m  

8 Pe-ylvania and Uaryland M y  speak. There has  been a s ign-  

 may 4, 1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a ~ e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

3 s- very percept ive  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  c o s t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  put  

4 f o r t h  by DOO. The e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  a r e  h e r e  t o  underscore 

5 t h e  s t a t e ' s  support  of our  c a a u n l t i e s  and t h e i r  concerns 

6 with t h e  DOD's r e c w e n d a t i o n s .  

7 What we're going t o  do is, we're going t o  ask  t h e  

8 governor t o  speak b r i e f l y  and then soae members of t h e  

Page 7 

I c d t l e s .  t o  de teDl ine  how to block t h e  t h e  given t o  t h e  

2 s t a t e .  This morning. we w i l l  h e a r  testimony from t h e  S t a t e  

Page 10 

1 concerned c i t i z e n s  i n  examining t h e  DOD's j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  

2 preparing f o r  today's hearings.  I think you're going t o  hear  

I4 lunch, and reconvene about 1:35 f o r  110 minutes of testimony 14 Congressman B a r t l e t t ,  f o r  ins tance ,  a t  t h e  end  of t h e  F o r t  

15 f r m  Pennsylvania, 100 minutes f r m  Virg in ia ,  and 20 minutes 15 Ri tch ie  presenta t ion ,  w i l l  then c l o s e  with his observa t ions .  

16 trcm I o r t h  Carolina.  Af ter  those  presenta t ions ,  t h e r e  w i l l  1l6 We've asked everyone t o  be b r i e f .  We're anxious t o  

9 up sbee t  provided f o r  this p o r t i o n  of t h e  hearing,  and we 

10 hope t h a t  anyone who wishes t o  speak h a s  a l ready s igned  up. 

11 we r o a l d  ask  t h a t  those  of you speaking a t  t h a t  t h e  t o  linit 

12 yourself  t o  tw minutes. 

13 Af ter  t h e  p u b l i c  c o m e n t  p e r i o d  we w i l l  break f o r  

17 be a t h e r  3 0 a F n u t e  p l b l i c  comment p e r i o d  f r m  PMnsylvania,  

18 Virgiala,  and North Carolina,  and re expect t h e  hear ing  t o  

19 end promptly a t  6 ~ 3 0 .  

20 L e t  me a l s o  say  before  we s t a r t .  t h a t  t h e  base 

21 c l o n r r e  law has  been amended s i n c e  1993 t o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  

22 rayone g iv iog  t e s t i r o n y  before  t h e  c d s s i o n  do s o  under 

9 de lega t ion  who w i l l  have t o  d e p a r t  because of  t h e i r  press ing  

10 schedules.  I hope everyone understands t h e  i n t e n s e  pressure  

11 t h e  governor and some of o u r  de lega t ion  -rs a r e  under. 

12 Others w i l l  s t a y  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  by t h e i r  

13  c o r n u n i t i e s  and w i l l  speak a t  t h e  end of t h a t  presenta t ion .  

17 hear from t h e  c o m u n i t i e s ,  and w i t h  t h a t  I now d e f e r  t o  

18 Governor Glendening and then t o  Senator Ilikulski and then 

1 9  Congressmen Hoyer and Cardin. Governor? 

20 GOVBRllOR GLENDBNING: Senator  Sarbanes,  thank you 

21 very much. Uadaw Chair and members of t h e  c a a a i s s i o n ,  we 

22 re lcone  you f i r s t  t o  Wryland,  and many of  you, re welcome 
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1 oath.  And s o  I w i l l  be swearing in all of t h e  witnesses,  and 

2 tlut rill inclrrde t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  who w i l l  b e  speaking f o r  

3 the pobl ic  -t p e r i o d  l a t e r .  So t h a t  we can g e t  s t a r t e d ,  

4 re coald  sreu you all in a s  a group. I f  you wouldn't mind 

5 s t a l d h q ,  please .  Anybody who w i l l  be t e s t i f y i n g  o r  

6 answering ques t ions .  

7 (Witnesses sworn. 

8 CEAI- COX: Thank you. You may begin. We 

9 have a very  d i s t i n q n i s h e d  d e l e g a t i o n  h e r e  from t h e  S t a t e  of 

10 I - ry land ,  and we're p leased  t o  s e e  a l l  of you. And l e t  me 

1 it over  to )roo to go throuqh your proqraa.  

cor r i ss ion ,  thank you very  mrrch f o r  this oppor tuni ty  t o  

I4 appear in support  of o u r  -ties and t h e i r  response t o  

15 t h e  1995 base c l o s u r e  and r e a l i m n t  r e c a n e n d a t i o n s  wi th  

16 the D e p a r m t  of Defense. 

17 We a l s o  want t o  thank t h e  coanlss ion  f o r  scheduling 

18 this regional  hear ing  in )(aryland, and we express  o u r  

19 p a r t i c u l a r  a p p r e c i a t i o n  t o  each of  t h e  c c r a l s s i o n e r s  who's 

20 here  with u s  this morning and t o  t h e  BlUC s t a f f  and a l s o ,  

21 espec ia l ly ,  to those  c a a a i s s i o n e r s  r h o  have been a b l e  t o  

22 v i s i t  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  in o u r  s t a t e .  
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you again t o  Wryland.  We c e r t a i n l y  a p p r e c i a t e  every th ing  

t h a t  you've been doing. The l i e u t e n a n t  governor and I a r e  

d e l i g h t e d  t o  be hos t ing  this n e x t  t o  l a s t  meeting.  

And we a l s o  thank t h e  Univers i ty  of  -land in 

Baltimore County and Pres ident  Freeman Browsky, who is  in 

Germany and couldn' t  be here  today, but  h a s  been v e r y  helpful 

t o  us.  Comiss ion  members, I know t h a t  this h a s  been a very 

grue l ing  schedule f o r  you. We a p p r e c i a t e  your wi l l ingness  to 

give  t h e  t h e  and a t t e n t i o n  t o  those  whose l i v e s  w i l l  be 

d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  dec is ion  t h a t  you have been c a l l e d  

upon t o  rake. 

I can t e l l  you very s i n c e r e l y  t h a t  r e  are deeply 

concerned about t h e  impact of  t h e  base c l o s i n g s  t h a t  have 

been reconnended t o  you. We a r e  concerned about  t h e  impact 

on t h e  carnuni t ies ,  of which t h e  bases  are a v e r y  i a p o r t a n t  

and i n t e g r a l  p a r t .  We're concerned about t h e  impact on our  

n a t i o n a l  defense.  You'll be hear ing  a s e t  of very  e x c e l l e n t  

presenta t ions  f r m  connunity leaders .  

They have ra i sed ,  I think, very l e q i t h a t e  

ques t ions  about t h e  n a t i o n a l  defense  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  t h e  

bases, bu t  they've a l s o  r a i s e d  i s s u e s  t h a t  we b e l i e v e  a r e  

ex t rene ly  important i n  t e r n s  of t h e  econaaic  well-being of 
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As you h o w ,  Uaryland was h e a v i l y  impacted by t h e  

mops r-tions with f i v e  of  our  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  s l a t e d  

3 f o r  c losure  o r  r e a l i q m e m t .  This w a d  cost u s  1700 m i l i t a r y  

4 and c i v i l i a n  jobs and a lso ,  because of a r e v e r s a l  by t h e  

5 Department of Defense of  t h e  '93 recamendat ion ,  t h e  l o s s  of 

6 almost 4,000 jobs which are c-g from UAVSBA t o  WNte Oak. 

7 nore i a p o r t a n t l y ,  though, re b e l i e v e  o u r  n a t i o n  

8 rill l o s e  c r i t i c a l  n F l i t n r y  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a s  a c o n s e q e n c e  of 

9 the r w t i o a s  t h a t  b a r e  been made. and a l s o  l o s e  N g N y  

10 dedica ted  and proven teams of  exper ienced  p e r s o m e 1  

'11 assoc ia ted  with t h e s e  i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  As you w i l l  be hear ing  

12 this w r n i n g ,  re t h i n k  DOD f a i l e d  t o  adequate ly  cons ider  

1 3  o t h e r  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  c o s t  sav ings  and c r o s s  serv ic iog ,  
i 14 such as c m s o l i & t i o n .  

For example, t h e  Defense I n f o u n t i o n  systems Agency 1:: t o  Fort  Ritchie;  t b  -wide c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of h y  

17 Publ ica t ion  D i s t r i b u t i o n  C a t e r s ,  which would then  involve  

18 Baltimore in responding t o  t h a t  cha l lenge;  and t h e  J o i n t  

l o  -txun Center, t o  Annapolis. We have deep concern about  

s i z i n g  of t h e  Khbrough B o s p i t a l  a t  F o r t  m a d e .  

Cur delegat ion  and o u r  s t a t e  and local g o v e r w n t s  

worked c l o s e l y  with t h e  a f f e c t e d  -unit ies and 

Page 
t h e  c o m u n i t i e s ,  a s  wel l .  

I w i l l  be very b r i e f ,  s o  t h a t  we can h e a r  from t h e  

c i t i z e n s ,  bu t  I do want t o  underscore o u r  s t a t e ' s  s t r o n g  

support  f o r  these  bases  and f o r  t h e  -unity advocates.  

Lieutenant Governor Tomsend, who has  been p a r t  of s e v e r a l  of 

your v i s i t s  t o  t h e  s t a t e ,  w i l l  be with you tJuoughout t h e  

morning, a s  well .  

I thank you f o r  your t ime,  and f o r  t h e  s p e c i a l  

thanks t o  t h e  c i t i z e n s  who have come o u t  this m r n i n g  and who 

have been s o  supportive,  and I can t e l l  you, who have made 

absolu te ly  e x c e l l e n t  s u b s t a n t i v e  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  throughout 

this process.  I understand t h a t  t h e  pass ion  and t h e  

enthusiasm, and t h e  v e r y  r e a l  concern -- t h e  l e q i t i m a t e  

concern -- t h a t  t h e  c i t i z e n s  have r a i s e d .  

We have p a r t i c i p a t e d  with people from white Oak, 

f r m  For t  Ri tch ie ,  and f r m  t h e  m y  P u b l i c a t i o n s  

Dis t r ibut ion  Center. And I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e i r  c o m e n t s  w i l l  

indeed be very t e l l i n g .  And I thank you c i t i z e n s  f o r  your 

a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  a s  well, and c d s s i o n  -rs, thank 

you. 

SENATOR M l K V I S K I :  Thank YOU. Senator  Sarbanes.  To 

t h e  members of the  c d s s i o n ,  we g ive  you a very  c o r d i a l  
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1 w e l -  to Maryland. and thank you f o r  the  very assiduous way Ewt over there  a t  Little River, they move it r i g h t  

2 you're going about your dut ies .  We welcome you in our s t a t e .  I 2 along on the a s s d l y  l ine ,  hand it o f f  to the Uational I 
3 we bow how fa i th fu l  you've been in exarLning the issues, and 

4 t o  your very cooperative s t a f f .  m e  openness, the : p r o f e s s i o n a l i s  has indeed been most appreciated. 

W e ,  tbe Maryland delegation, w i l l  be able  t o  g e t  t o  

7 make our case  in June, s o  I j u s t  wanr t o  focus on a few 

3 &Nard. and i t  goes wherever our  a l l i t a r y  is. You j u s t  cam't 

4 replace t h a t  type of system. And a t  the  R h b m  m y  

5 Cornunity Hospital, this is  where w have dedicated nurses 

6 and doctors providing a whole range of medical service. And 

7 you should know that the i r  hands-on c o s t  e t tect lveness  i s  40 

13 value t o  the  nation, why t h e i r  a substant ia l  re turn on the  

14 i n v e s m t ,  and yes, the  h p a c t  on the  local -unity, i f  

15 t h i s  is  closed. We k n o w  t h a t  the n i l i t a r y  needs t o  be 

8 things. F i r s t ,  l i s t e n  t o  the  coanunity. When you l i s t e n  t o  

9 the -unity, you wi l l  f ind  t h a t  they w i l l  make t h e i r  

10 presentation on these issues  -- not on hand wringing, o r  

11 rhFnLng, o r  bleedlng hear t .  

12 They want t o  h e  sure  they tell you why they a r e  a 

13 i t  in tern of m w y  and tine. And also,  take a look a t  this 

14 work force. because of their w r k  ethic and t h e i r  s p i r i t  of 

15 pa t r io t i sa .  And I know you j u s t  won't be able  t o  say no to 

8 percent l e s s  than m y  other mi l i t a ry  hospi ta l  in Washington, 

9 D.C. 

10 So, my dear comissioners ,  when you l i s t e n  t o  the  

11 arguoents, l i s t e n  t o  this rork force. Try to picture  

12 replacing it. Try to picture  what it would cos t  to replace 

16 downsized, but we don't want it t o  be downgraded. We, in 16 them. Thank you very much. 

17 Maryland, f ee l  t h a t  we o f f e r  a unique caabination of I :: (Applause. 1 
18 f a c i l i t i e s ,  of physical and in t e l l ec tua l  infras t ructure .  COW- ROYBR: nrs. Cox and members of the 

19 We're a t  c lose  proximity t o  premier c iv i l i an  

20 laboratories, hiqher education f a c i l i t i e s ,  and the e n t l r e  

21 support system from the Pentagon. Our location, our 

22 technological f a c i l i t i e s ,  are superior t o  none -- I mean, are 

1 9  c d s s i o n ,  following -a nitulski is very bad planninq, 

2 0  a s  some of you know. 

21 (Laughter.) 

22 COYGRBSScW BOXER: I'D not  going to take long - 
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superior, and could not  e a s i l y  be replaced. 

I w u l d  l i k e  t o  take a feu minutes, however, to 

focus on the  w r k  force. In each and every f a c i l i t y ,  you a r e  

going t o  f ind  not only superb techoological f a c i l i t i e s ,  but 

a l s o  a unique w r k  force. They bring unique skills. They 

bring an extrao- w r k  e th ic .  They & n P t  w r k  only 

by -- they work by the  book, but they don't work by the 

Clock. 

And t h e i r  s p i r i t  of p a t r i o t i s a  is sorething t h a t  I 

think ous whole p r iva te  sec to r  needs t o  imitate. They are a s  

f i t  f o r  duty a s  the  a i l i t d r y  t h a t  they choose t o  support. 

Now, this i s  a very unique area  here. And a s  we look a t  

these f a c i l i t i e s ,  a s  ve go t o  the laboratories, w h i l e  we're 

developing the -t technologies f o r  the  -t weapons of 

w a r ,  w see  what this is. 

At the David Taylor lab, the  naval lab, w e  s ee  tha t  

t h i s  is where 82 percent of the  s t a f f  are s c i e n t i s t s  and 

engineers, and they a r e  backed up by highly t ra ined machinery 

and support s t a f f  t h a t  work hands on with engineers. In the 

pr ivate  sector,  i t  w u l d  be ca l l ed  a center  of excellence. 

And it w u l d  take more than 10 years t o  reassemble t h i s  

ca l ibe r  of people. 
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o r  we won't take long. We have s a e  real experts here -- 
people tha t  have worked on the  site, and they're the  ones 

youel l  want t o  hear from. Borerer, w e  bel ieve there  ara sore  

very strong cases to be made to you, and you want these 

experts who a r e  the most f a d l i a r  with the  places to present 

i t  to you. 

I want t o  c- the Department of Defense f o r  

recognizing the extraordinpry mi l i t a ry  value of two  of the 

primary a s se t s  in my district, and f o r  the  national defense: 

the Naval Surface Warfare Center at  Indian Bead and the 

Patuxent River Yaval fir Stat ion.  These are t e r r i f i c  

f a c i l i t i e s ,  and I aa proud to have thcs  in my district and 

our s t a t e ,  and Ism pleased t h a t  MD made a similar 
observation. 

However, I ' m  here because w e  bave some other  

qual i ty  f a c i l i t i e s  in Maryland t h a t  yousre bee. asked to 

review and assess. Kimbrouqh m y  Hospital a t  Port made  has 

long been an important p a r t  of the  service  we o f fe r  t o  the 

so ld ie r s  s ta t ioned a t  Fort made  and the many d l i t a r y  

r e t i r ees  in  our ooaaunity. A s  you w i l l  bear today, it a l s o  

f u l f i l l s  unique -- unique is a critical word that youpre 

going t o  hear today -- around the  clock needs of the Uational 
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At White Oak, we a l so  know t h a t  they have very 

unique technological f a c i l i t i e s ,  l i k e  the  hypervelocity wind 

tunnel. But i t  takes an unusual group of people, a unique 

team, again, of sc i en t i s t s ,  engineers, and support s t a f f .  

whether they bave PbDs, o r  union cards, it is the only team 

in the world. And up a t  Fort RLtchie, there  is  a highly 

sk i l l ed  w r k  force t h a t  manages a very i n t r i c a t e  

comunication system. 

When the President d i a l s  911 around the world, i t  

is  a t  Fort Ritchie t h a t  they make sure  t h a t  those c a l l s  go 

through. And in  those ro l l ing  h i l l s  up there  in  Western 

Maryland, they a re  around the clock, 24 hours a day. 

regardless of weather, reqardless of world conditions, they 

a r e  r igh t  there. 

A t  the luny Distribution Center in I d t U e  River, 

what we see  is  a mi l i t a ry  version of Federal Express: highly 

motivated work force  moving things along on a highly 

automated systea, with the National Guard r i g h t  across the 

s t r ee t .  When our n i l i t a r y  deploys on peace-keeping niss ions ,  

they can't  take all t h e i r  paperwork with then, all t h e i r  

rules  and requirements, all the kinds of documents they need. 

They need t o  take t h e i r  weapons. 

secur i ty  Agency. 

I also. members of the  comission,  want t o  

encourage you t o  take a c lose  look a t  the  Yaval Surface 

warfare Center's Annapolis detachment. me cen te r r s  

machinery work requires  special ized f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  t he  navy 

cannot afford t o  dupl icate  elsewhere, despi te  our need t o  

accelerate  sulnarine research. W e  c a r t  afford to lose  tha t  

capabi l i ty  o r  the  people who make i t  work. 

I hope you w i l l  dupl icate  what Mrs. Cox, 

Congresswonan Byron, who is s i t t i n g  in Fort  Ritchie r i g h t  

now, and other  ambers  of the  commission d id  the l a s t  year. 

In addition, it houses one of the countryes unique national 

assets ,  and tha t  is the hypervelocity wind tunnel, of which 

I'm sure  you're going t o  hear more. As Senator Sarbanes has 

said, you w i l l  a l s o  hear s t rong presentations about the  h y  

Publications Distribution Center in B a l t i m r e  and, of course, 

about Port Ritchie. 

The Defense Department, in my opinion, f a i l e d  t o  

take in to  account the logic  t h a t  consolidated t h a t  Defense 

Infornation Systeas Agency, Western Rmisphere. a t  Ritchie, 

and the invaluable support t h a t  Ri tchie  provides t o r  S i t e  R. 

I look forward, members of the  comlssion, to 
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I hearing all of the  testimony and f a c t s  beinq presented today. 

2 I thank a l l  of the witnesses who have volunteered t h e i r  t i m e ,  

^ w e ' l l  a l l  have a c l ea re r  p i c tu re  of t he  impact of the  

rtmemt's r-dations. 

You have a tough job. Very frankly, i n  '93, we 

1 excel lent  job. We bel ieve tha t  you w i l l  do an equally good 

Y job. I t ' s  a toogh job. We thank you f o r  your time. We 

9 - you fo r  your service, not  only t o  us, but  t o  the  

:o -try. 

:I SENATOR SIUUHYBS: Thank you very much, Steny. 

12 Corgressaan Ben C a r d i n .  

13 COWGRESMM UdUlII: Thank you. Thank you Senator 

:4 Sarbanes. L e t  me a l s o  welcome you here  t o  Maryland a t  

Lnltipore and thank you fo r  your service  t o  our country on 

s e n i n q  on this c d s s i o n .  mu delegation is united in  

-rt of the  testimonies t h a t  you'll be hearing f r m  the 

m t y  and f r m  the experts,  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  

rrcomeadations t h a t  a f f e c t  our nation's secur i ty .  I support 

tbose -- the  testimony tha t  you w i l l  hear l a t e r .  

I think y m ' l l  f i nd  t h a t  based upon BRAC c r i t e r i a ,  

t tmt  there should be adjwtments  made in the  recommendations 
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podium, spent the l a s t  four and a half years of h i s  ca ree r  a t  

Fort Ritchie, where he is involved in the  t r a n s i t i o n  of the  

Seventh Signal Connand f r ca  Aoly t o  the  Defense Information 

Systeas Agency. 

He r e t i r ed  a s  the  a s s i s t a n t  deputy of t he  chief  of 

operations on February 1st.  1995. l i t e r a l l y ,  j u s t  now. And 

h i s  federal career  spans 36 years, and we're happy t o  turn 

the presentation over t o  him. 

CWIlaaGUI EOX: Welcoae, and t h d  you. 

MR. mICI(IIB1ER: Thank you very much. 

(Applause. 

MR. mICKIIBIER: G o o d  morning, lenbers of t he  

c d s s i o n .  As mentioned, my name is IanPie Mckmeie r .  I'd 

l i ke  to  s t a r t  out by inv i t i ng  your a t t en t ion  t o  t he  upper 

left-hand corner of t h i s  char t ,  where you see a 

c-unications tower caning up over t he  s i d e  of t h a t  

mountain. You'll see i t  on your sheet  t h a t  you have in f ron t  

of you also. That i s  S i t e  C. I'm going t o  be makhq 

reference t o  S i t e  C today, in conjunction with S i t e  R. 

I would l i k e  t o  point  ou t  t h a t  Por t  Ri tchie  is 

about 70 d l e s  north of Washington, D.C. I'm going t o  give 

you the overview. We're going t o  go r i g h t  to the  b o t t m  line 

1 t h a t  a m  before you. I would l i k e  t o  spend my nLnute ta lking 

Z -t the f a c i l i t y  located in t h e  t h i r d  congressional 

3 d i s t r i c t ,  rtlich is  For t  Heade. For t  Weade is  being 

4 t ransferred into a 21s t  century campus with federal  

5 f a c i l i t i e s  t o  b e t t e r  serve  our nation. And the  cornunity and 

6 I are very pleased about this transfoknation. 

7 L e t  m e  say, addi t ional ly ,  t h a t  there a r e  two 

8 -tiom t h a t  are being made t h a t  w i l l  f u r the r  t h a t  

9 qoal. And t h a t  is, to add tw add i t iona l  tenants  t o  Fort 

l r  \de.s o f f i ce s  of the Defense Invest igator  Services and the  

Amy I n f o l v t i o n  Systems Software Cunand, which is 
ismt with the new mission of For t  made.  And we 

I 4  tbmgb, is tbe domgradhg  of t h e  Kimbrough Amy Camunity 

15 Borpital.  

16 I bel ieve t h a t  a f t e r  you've heard the  testimony -- 
17 o r  i f  ywvve d o ~  the v i s i t s ,  a f t e r  you've looked a t  these 

18 c i rcras tances  -- you'll  fimd t h a t  based upon BRAC c r i t e r i a  

19 tbere  sbould be no dDmgradbg of services  a t  lllnbrouqh. And 

20 re ~pport the  continuation of t h a t  f a c i l i t y  a s  an 

21 Lu-tal pa r t  of nation's defense. Thank you. 

22 SEmnIR SIUUHIIBS: Mdame Cbaiman, a s  I said, 

1 Camqressnan B a r U e t t  w i l l  speak a t  the  c lose  of the  Fort 

2 Ri tchie  presentatioa, which is w h a t  re w i l l  nor move to. 

3 Cox: Thank you very much to the  panel. 

4 f o r  your helpful & i n s igh t fu l  l n f o m t i o n ,  and thank very 

5 r u y  of you f o r  v i s i t i n g  the  bases with us. That's been 

6 helpful a s  well, d a l s o  the povernor, t o  the  governor, f o r  

7 h b  help in arrarqiag the  hearing today. We apprecia te  that ,  

8 & that  of your s t a f f .  

9 SEmrOR SIUUHIIBS: As I indicated,  some of my 

10 wl l eaques  w i l l  have t o  depar t  f o r  o the r  coanitments. Cklr 

11 f i r s t  presenters this morning. speaking with respect  t o  Fort 

12 Ritrhie ,  are Berb Me-ger, and W r .  r o d e  Knickmeier, who 

13 are members of t he  For t  Ri tchie  M l l i t l r y  Affa i rs  Ccnd t t ee .  

14 I chinlr. a s  was revealed during C d s s i o n e r  Cornella's v i s i t  

15 of Fort Ritchie. this group has  i d e n t i f i e d  s ign i f i can t  

16 deficiencies,  re believe, in the  DO0 c o s t  savings analysis,  

17 with respect t o  For t  Ritchie. 

18 I donr t  know of two more exper t  people we could 

? t o  r a t e  this presentation. Herb MeinFnger t o  my r i g h t  

a f o m r  q a r d s o n  c-der a t  For t  Ritchie, where he 

t tbe l a s t  four and a half years of his 30 years of 

22 pose-t service. Mr. l a d e  Knickmeier. who is a t  the 
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and t e l l  you what we believe is the  s i t u a t i o n  with regard t o  

the defense r-dation. We're qoing to place  heavy 

emphasis on the  three major categor ies  of t he  c r i t e r i a .  We 

w i l l  t a lk  about the  mi l i t a ry  value. 

I ' l l  t a lk  about the  tremendous e r r o r s  t h a t  have 

been made in the re turn  on investment portion, and w e ' l l  talk 

about the impacts. You can see  here the  flow of t he  br ief ing 

tha t  I ' l l  be giving you. 

F i r s t  of all, the  b o t t m  l ine .  By any Peasuresent, 

the Anmy and Da, d id  a very poor analys is  on the  econcaic and 

the n t l i t a r y  value of For t  Ritchie, Kuyland. and I'm going 

to  prove tha t  t o  you in the  next  25 minutes. 

P i r s t  of all, they ignore the  i r r ep l aceab le  

mil i tary  value of Fort Ri tchie  in the  nat ional  defense, and 

I'm going t o  t a lk  about t ha t .  And you can see the  most 

inportant thing on this cha r t  probably is  -- and next  t o  the  

n i l i t a r y  value -- is  the  tremendous e r ro r s  t h a t  they have 

made in the  analyt ical  portion of the review. 

Next char t .  I 'd l i k e  t o  start ou t  by indicat ing 

the organizations tha t  a r e  a t  For t  Ritchie, and j u s t  a 

sentence o r  two about what each of t h m  do. I f  you start a t  

the upper center  portion of this char t ,  you'll  see S i t e s  R 
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S i t e  R is  the  a l t e r n a t e  coland center .  It's the  

ererqency relocation f a c i l i t y  f o r  t he  Pentagon. It's I 
coaon ly  referred t o  a s  the  underground Pentagon. S i t e  C is  
a f a c i l i t y  j u s t  outs ide  of For t  Ri tchie  that you saw on the  

f i r s t  c h a t ,  t ha t  provides jam-resistant c o l u n i c a t i o n s .  

I f  you look a t  For t  Ri tchie  going c lockvise  on this 

chart,  you'll see tha t  it provides the  base operating support 

t o  all those tenant organizations tha t  are located a t  For t  

Ritchie proper, a s  well a s  S i t e  R and s i t e  C. The V.S. Amy 

Infomation Systeas Cunand BRAC o f f i c e  is  a t  Por t  Ritchie, 

and i t  plans all of the  things t h a t  a r e  associa ted with the  

inforaation management s t ruc tu re  of the  h y .  a s  r e l a t e s  to 

any of the BRAC actions. 

The technical appl icat ions  -- o r  technology 

applications o f f i ce  has a mission which I can ' t  d iscuss  in 

th i s  f o n n ,  but the  c d s s i o n e r s  are br iefed,  and we can 

make arranq-nts for  t h m  t o  f i n d  out  e x a c u y  what t h a t  

organization does. 

The V.S. Aoly Infolnat ion Systeas Engineering 

C-d, Continental U.S., is  physically located a t  For t  

Ritchie. I t ' s  the s ing le  l a r g e s t  tenant organization there. 
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And f ina l ly ,  the  Defense I n f o m t i o n  Systems 

11 Agency, Westen nerlspbere, f r m  where I r e t i r e d  on 

12 1 February, is  a defense information systems agency 11° 
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organization t h a t  is responsible f o r  managing the defense 

aegacenters m d  the country, a s  well a s  the  continental 

U.S. portion of the  defense communication systems 

infras t ructure .  

I'd Like t o  emphasize on t h i s  cba r t  the absolute 

inextr icable  re la t ionship t h a t  exists bet- Fort Ritchie, 

and S i t e  R. Aa you Law, S i t e  R supports the  Pentagon. Fort 

Ri tchie  supports S i t e  R. I t ' s  c ruc ia l  to the  defense of the 

nation and t o  tbe eff ic iency of the  operation a t  S i t e  R, that 

Fort Ritchie remain in place. 
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1 1.m going t o  ta lk  about t h a t  organization. and i ts  
2 engineering support. not only t o  the  M y ,  but t o  the  e n t i r e  

3 defense deparbeat ,  and intergovernmental agencies. 

The 1108 Siqnal Brigade and the  1111 Signal 

 att tali on a r e  located a t  Fort Ritchie. rbe 1111 s ignal  

6 Battalion has its primary responsibi l i ty  a s  providing support 

7 t o  S i t e  R. And the 1108 Signal Brigade provides s t r a t e g i c  

8 cuoua ica t ions  management f o r  the U.S. m y  f o r  a n u b e r  of 

9 systems t o  include voice, data, and s a t e l l i t e .  

10 tha t  organization to Fort euachuca, Arirona, which takes tber 

11 2,200 miles f r m  t h e i r  primary customer base. The Defense 

12 Infornation Systems Agency, Western BerLspbere, operates a 
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1 p e m i t  sowthing t o  happen where w e  r e loca te  the  We and the  

2 firemen 32 miles away. when they can be r i g h t  next door a t  

3 Fort Ritchie. The U.S. m y  I n f o r v t i o n  Systems isnghw?ering 

4 C-d COINS is the biggest s i n g l e  tenant  at Fort Ritchie. 

5 You can see here t h e i r  customer base. 

6 Look a t  Ue chart,  and see the percentage of the i r  

7 cus tmers  t h a t  a r e  east of the  Mississippi.  I t  does wt make 

8 sense t o  us, and I don't think it makes sense to anyone t h a t  

9 uses any ra t iona l i ty ,  t h a t  you would r e loca te  the majority of 

dai ly  hands-on operational f a c i l i t y  at  S i t e  R. 

You can see f r m  this chart the vas t  n u b e r  of 

exis t ing ne twrks  and systems managed. Them are four  more 

networks t h a t  are DoD w i d e .  They're scheduled to core on 

l i n e  in the very near future. Again, the  vas t  majority of 

those customers a r e  located erst of the  Uississippi.  1t.s 

interes t ing to note t h a t  Lxm didn't  even consider the  

disposi t ion of DIW-TEE34 nbea they s u h i t t e d  their report  

f o r  the BRMl Caplission. 

This cba r t  w i l l  g ive you an appreciation of the 

3 wild people running around i n  the world, what r i g h t  happen in  

4 the future. And we bel ieve t h a t  S i t e  R has t o  have absolute 

5 and immediate response f o r  any kind of a conthgency 

6 s i tua t ion  t h a t  l i g h t  occur. I would point out  t h a t  when Mr. 

7 Cornella v i s i t e d  Port  Ri tchie  on the  24th of Ilarch, he had 
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1 The current  world s i tua t ion  may not  require  us to  

2 re locate  t o  Fort Ri tchie  today, but who bows, with a l l  the 

the  opportunity t o  r i d e  the  road t h a t  exists between Fort 

Ritchie, S i t e  R, and then dom t o  Fort Detrick, Maryland. 

I 'd BOW l i k e  t o  t a lk  about the  mil i tary  value of 

Fort  Ritchie. As with many things, the  mst h p o r t a u t  thing 

is location, location, location. And Fort Ritchie is  the 

bes t  location f o r  providing all kinds of support t o  S i t e  R. 

We're going t o  t a l k  about the proximity of Fort  Ritchie t o  

S i t e s  R and C. and revre then going t o  t a l k  about the 

proximity of the tenant  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  Ritchie, t o  its 

customer base. W e a t  cbar t .  

This cha r t  w i l l  show you Fort Ritchie i n  

re la t ionship t o  S i t e  R. I t ' s  6 miles. It's 32 miles between 

S i t e  R and Fort Detrick, where a l o t  of the  organizations are  

being rec-ded t o  re locate .  The Defense Information 

Systems Agency has a f a c i l i t y  i n  S i t e  R. I t  receives backup 
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1 f a c i l i t y  tha t  e x i s t s  a t  For t  Ritchie, to -ge all of those 

2 networks. Again, Ilr. Cornella has had t b  opportunity t o  see  

3 tha t  f ac i l i t y .  and ge t  an explanation a s  t o  what those folks 

4 do fo r  a l iv ing.  Next chart. Therevs tremendous synerqi- 

5 tha t  go on a t  Fort Ritchie. A l l  of those organixations you 

6 see  l i s t e d  under the  critical re l a t ionsh ip  are located a t  

7 Fort Ritchie, o r  elements of tbep are a t  For t  Ritchie. 

8 And the re la t ionship that h a  been forged there  in 
9 terns  of doing the DCm job is umzqual to Myplace. As n 

10 matter of fact ,  it is  my mnt.emtion that ins tead of breakimq 

11 up whatrs a t  Port Ritchie and the s y n e r g i a  t h a t  exists 
12 there, what w e  r e a l l y  ought to be doing i n  mvinq lore things 

13 in t o  Fort Ritchie, takinq Fort  Ritchie as a lode1 a s  to w h a t  

14 can be done w i t h i n  the defense department, to u t i l i z e  

15 d i f f e ren t  organizations to do jobs, and not  tear it apar t .  

16 You saw in an earlier -t the  re la t ionship of 

17 S i t e  R with Fort Ritchie. Tkis c b a r t  shows the capabi l i ty  

18 tha t  e x i s t s  t h a t  g ives  S i t e  I increased survivable 

19 c m u n i c a t i o n s .  You'll not ice  t h a t  For t  Ritchie and S i t e  R 

20 both have access t o  the outs ide world with voice amd data 

21 cmunica t ions .  But the red l i n e  shows you a f ibe r  op t i c  

22 l ink t h a t  e x i s t s  between Fort Ri tchie  and S i t e  R, that ' s  

support f r m  the people t h a t  work a t  Fort Ritchie. 

There are same very unique things about S i t e  R. 

It*s carved out of a s o l i d  piece of grani te .  1t.s 

underground, aad it's very prone t o  problems t h a t  don't e x i s t  

in above-ground f a c i l i t i e s .  

For example, secur i ty .  mere 's  an W conpany a t  

Fort Ritchie, whose so le  responsibi l i ty  is  t o  support S i t e  R. 

W i t h i n  t h a t  W company there  is a platoon t h a t  is  special ly  

t ra ined in special  react ion a c t i v i t i e s .  In the f i r e  and 

safety  area, they have a f i r e  department within S i t e  R, but 

they receive auqmentation f r m  the Lire department a t  Fort 

Ritchie. . . 
Because of the f a c t  you're in an enclosed f ac i l i t y .  

have a umber of generators and ba t t e r i e s  and other  thinqs 

t h a t  cause some unique things r e l a t ed  t o  f i r e  fighting, those 

f i r e  f igh te r s  a t  For t  Ri tchie  a r e  special ly  trained. I would 

l i k e  t o  share with you j u s t  a -nt Mr. Herb Ueininqer's 

experience when he was the  connander o t  Fort Ritchie. He 

l e f t  Fort Ritchie one day. By the time he got t o  S i t e  R, 

there was a f i r e  ins ide of S i t e  R. 

m e  fir- were cu t t ing  away the infras t ructuce in 

there t o  keep it f r m  spreading. we cannot, we must not 

government owned, and it gives  you then, a geometric increase 

i n  the capab i l i t i e s  a t  both S i t e  R and Fort  Ritchie. 

That's government ovped. YOU do not  want t o  r i p  

tha t  apar t .  I f  anything happens to the -cations a t  

S i t e  R, they've got  t o  be ab le  t o  reach the  outs ide w r l d ,  

and the best  way t o  do t h a t  is through Fort  Ritchie. I would 

l ike  t o  now move i n t o  the  area  of re turn on investment. We 

have done a t o t a l  review of the  Lxm n u b e r s ,  and w e  f ind  them 

t o  be gravely flawed. 

As a matter of fact ,  those of you wbo are in 

business, i f  sowone gave you these  kind of n u b e r s  and were 

a s  f a r  o f f  a s  these numbers are. I suspect you'd probably 

f i r e  them. You'll notice t h a t  t h e i r  n u b e r s  a r e  off  by 843 

percent. And I'm going t o  prove t o  you in a few moments that  

they are, in fac t ,  off  by 843 percent. W e  pointed ou t  t o  Ilr. 

Cornella when he v i s i t e d  Ri tchle  on the  21th of Ilarch, the  

trenendous e r ro r s  in  these nmmbers. 

As a r e s u l t  of t h a t  v i s i t ,  guidance bas been 

provide back t o  the DoD and t o  the  m y ,  t o  redo the n u b e r s .  

I can t e l l  you t h a t  those n-rs are being redone, and I can 

a l so  t e l l  you t h a t  I w i l l  have no more confidence in those 

numbers when they c o w  out. They've had a m n t h  nor to 
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Paqe 31 I I develop t h e  nmbers ,  and they*= still n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  

2 anybody. 

Aad when they  come out.  they ' re  s t i l l  qoinq t o  be 

ror,  amd I can guarantee  you t h a t  t h e  organiza t ion  t h a t  

a p a r t  of is going to cont inue  t o  b e  in place.  and we're V 
6 qoing t o  review those  nmbers ,  and ve ' re  qoinq t o  b r i n g  t o  

7 t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of t h e  BRAC Coar iss ion  t h e  e r r o r s  t h a t  

1 and t h e  o t h e r  organiza t ions  a t  F o r t  Ri tch ie ,  and S i t e  R. 3 4 ~  
2 I would p o i n t  o u t  t o  you t h a t  Tab B of  your book, 

3 we have a much more d e t a i l e d  break o u t  of  t h e s e  n m b e r s .  The 

4 next page, I w i l l  n o t  g e t  i n t o ,  except  f o r  one th ing .  I f  

5 they w v e  t h e  technology a p p l i c a t i o n  o f f i c e ,  and ISBC COWOS 

6 t o  For t  Huachuca, Arizona, which takes  then  2,200 hundred 

7 mi les  away f r m  most of t h e i r  custamers,  t h e  teaporary  duty  

8 obviously w i l l  exist. 

I w i l l  a l s o  l i k e  to p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  a s  a r e s u l t  of 

LO Mr. Cornella 's  v i s i t  on t h e  24th of March, BG Shane, who is I 8 pay and c o s t  of t h e  DOD is going t o  increase .  Guess who pays 

9 t h a t  b i l l .  I t ' s  n o t  p a i d  f o r  by t h e  Inforna t ion  S y s t e a s  

10 C m a n d ,  who a r e  proposing t o  move t h e s e  people.  

11 t h e  d i r e c t o r  of management f o r  t h e  U.S. Axmy a t  t h e  

12 headquarters M l e v e l ,  s e n t  o u t  a d i r e c t i v e  t o  t h e  f o l k s  i n  

13 t h e  Anmy t o  redo t h e  nonbers, because they  were s o  screwed up 

14 that they were i n v a l i d .  This c h a r t  shows you g r a p h i c a l l y  

15 r h a t  I'm W k b q  about,  when I talk about  t h e  843 percent .  

16 fbe DOD s a i d  it would t a k e  $93 m i l l o n  one-time c o s t  

17 t o  c l o s e  up F o r t  Ri tch ie .  and r e l o c a t e  t h e  t e n a n t  

11 I t ' s  p a i d  f o r  by t h e  customers t h a t  t h e s e  

12 orqaniza t ions  support .  Was t h e i r  c o n s u l t a t i o n  wi th  those  

1 3  custoners? I can t e l l  you unequivocally,  t h e r e  was not .  

14 Next c h a r t .  What I 'd  l i k e  t o  do  now is  t o  show you an  a r e a  

15 where they n i s s e d  an  oppor tuni ty  to ,  in f a c t ,  i n c r e a s e  

16 ef f ic iency ,  and reduce c o s t .  Headquarters DISA-UESTBIPI a t  

17 For t  Ri tch ie  i s  geographica l ly  d isbursed  w i t h  i ts  o v e r a l l  

18 organiza t ions .  Tbey s a i d  over  a 20-year period,  they  could  

19 save  $712 mi l l ion .  I'm going to prove t o  you t h a t  t h a t ' s  

20 poppycock. It's n o t  tree, can ' t  be done, never  w i l l  be done. 

21 cku a m b e r s  show t h a t  it ui l l  t a k e  $127 m i l l i o n  to c l o s e  F o r t  

22 R i m e  and dispose  of  t h e  organiza t ions  there ,  and i t  w i l l  

: 5 w h o  baa beem involved  in t r y i n g  t o  p r o j e c t  cost savings  o r  

6 any o t h e r  n l r b e r s  knows f o r  a f a c t  t h a t  anytime you p r o j e c t  

i 7 beyond f i v e  y-s, you are o u t  in  n e v e r n e v e r  land. 

8 And i f  anyone thlnks that those  k ind  of  nonbers a r e  

9 goipg to aont laue  to evolve o v e r  tbe 20 y e a r  period.  they ' re  

l r  king sac r e a l l y  heavy s t u f f .  I t  i s n ' t  going t o  happen. 

18 headquarter s t a f f .  

19 There's a number of people l o c a t e d  in l e a s e d  space 

20 i n  Denver, Colorado. m e r e ' s  a nrnber  of people l o c a t e d  in 

21 leased  space ln nor thern  Virg in ia .  We have done a n  a n a l y s i s ,  

22 and i n  a t h r e e  year period,  you can g e t  a r e t u r n  on 

L 
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1 take  9-plus years  t o  amortize t h a t  i n v e s h l e n t  c o s t .  

2 Aad i f  one e l e c t s  to go o u t  t o  the 20 year  period,  

3 you'll f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e ' s  on ly  a $75 m i l l i o n  savings .  But I 

4 be l ieve  tbe n e x t  c h a r t  is tbe m o s t  important c h a r t .  Anyone 

n' t  h a w  in previous WtAC reviews, and i t  c e r t a i n l y  

goinq to happen a t  F o r t  R i t c h i e .  

Ibe n e x t  two c h a r t s  show you i n  sae d e t a i l  t h e  
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1 investment by tak ing  those people t h a t  a r e  in Denver, 

2 Colorado. i n  leased  space, and r e l o c a t i n g  them t o  F o r t  

3 Ri t c h i e .  Not only  do you save  t h e  money, b u t  you a l s o  

4 increase  opera t iona l  e f f i c i e n c y .  

14 e i g h t  major areas where we have found treaendous f laws  i n  t h e  

15 Department of t h e  Arny and Department of Defense n m b e r s .  I 

16 r o p l d  j u s t  l i k e  t o  address  couple  of them. Take t h e  f i r s t  

17 o m .  t h e  q u r i s o n  budget. The DOD made a mis take  in t e r n  of 

I8  bow ruch i t  c o s t s  to run F o r t  Ri tch ie ,  by s a e  $35 m i l l i o n  

19 per  year. 

20 That's a t~emendous  e r r o r ,  and it's inexcusable and 

21 WexplaiPable a s  t o  bow t h e  Deparb.eot of  Defense could  e r r  

22 that l a rge ly .  I can t e l l  you t h a t  t h e s e  nonbers a r e  c o r r e c t .  

Having been t h e  a s s i s t a n t  DgSOPS a t  DISA-YBSTliEn, I 

can t e l l  you it is  a tremendously i n e f f i c i e n t  o r g d z a t i o n ,  

and it's pr imar i ly  due to t h e  f a c t  t h a t  its s t a f f  is s o  

qeoqraphically disbursed.  Anyone who knows anyth inq  about  

organiza t iona l  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  tell you that you d o n V t  

d isburse  your s t a f f  i f  you can  p o s s i b l y  a v o i d  it. Wext 

i s s u e .  The DOD suLmission t o  t h e  BRAC C-ssion s t a t e d  -no 

known environmental h p e d h e n t s  a t  t h e  c l o s i n g  o r  r e c e i v i n g  

i n s t a l l a t i o n s " .  That's plre unadul te ra ted  b u l l .  

There is  a huge i s s u e  on t h e  t a b l e  a s  we speak in 

S i e r r a  Vista,  Arizona, which inc ludes  F o r t  Wachuca. There 

a r e  two lawsui t s  on t h e  books today. T h e r e v s  another  l a w s u i t  

17 qoinq t o  be f i l e d  next  reek .  I have provided to you i n  your 

18 book a t  t h e  t a b s  -- t h e r e  a r e  16 i n d i v i d u a l  p i e c e s  of  paper 

19 t h a t  I 've given you t o  demonstrate t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  is, in 

20 f a c t ,  an e n v i r o m e n t a l  i s s u e  t h a t  is c r i t i c a l  a t  F o r t  

21 Huachuca, Arizona. 

22 They have c o a p l e t e l y  avoided t h a t  f a c t ,  and  to 

4 b u t  they understood what they heard,  and they  know t h a t  t h e i r  

5 a m b e r s  a r e  bad, and theySve g o t  t o  redo  t h e r .  

6 The second a r e a  is  r e a l l y  i n t e r e s t i n g .  The 

7 Department of hrmy and D e w b e n t  of Defense claimed a 100 

8 percent  savings frcm t h e  e l h i m a t i o n  of an  U P  company a t  For t  

9 Ri tch ie .  I t ' s  k ind  of  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  because t h a t  UP coapany 

10 has one purpose in U f e ,  and t h a t  is  t o  suppor t  s i t e  R. They 

11 can not, should not, be a b l e  to t a k e  credit f o r  t h a t ,  because 

12 those  people must reraln. And r e g a r d l e s s  of  where t h e y e r e  

13 located,  their j o b  is t o  p r o t e c t  s i t e  R. 

I4 Ibe third a r e a  I 'd l i k e  t o  b r i n g  up  is  t h e  f a c t  

15 Chat the DOD t o t r l l y  f o r g o t  about  a 246 c i v i l i a n  and a 46 

16 m i l i t a r y  o r q d z a t i o n  a t  F o r t  Ri tch ie ,  c a l l e d  DISA-UESTHW. 

17 Tlmt's t h e  organiza t ion  I case o u t  o f .  

18 They t o t a l l y  ignored t h a t  t h a t  organiza t ion  
I ted.  They t o t a l l y  ignored t h a t  i t  would have t o  be 

They t o t a l l y  ignored  t h e r e  would be a 

2k%:z~.~;ost in r e l o c a L b g  tbose -1.. They t o t a l l y  

22 ignored t h e  synergism t h a t  e x i s t s  between t h a t  organiza t ion .  
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1 I rill be proven t h a t  they  are c o r r e c t  when t h e  new numbers 

2 cole in from DOD. I've met wi th  t h e  people a t  headquar te rs  

3 D e p a r w t  of the Army, and they  d i d n ' t  l i k e  what they  beard, 

cane f r m .  I t  came f r rm t h e  i n f o r n a t i o n  t h a t  we provided 

f r m  t h e  FVWmC group t o  Ilr. Cornel la  on t h e  24th of  Ilarch. 

I f  we hadn't have brought t h a t  up, they would have r a i l r o a d e d  

this th ing  through t h e  BIUC C a n i s s i o n .  

And nobody would have been t h e  w i s e r  u n t i l  all 

those people moved o u t  t o  F o r t  Wachuca. There's a s e r i o u s  

economic impact. The p a y r o l l  a t  F o r t  R i t c h i e  is  $75 m i l l i o n  

a year.  You can s e e  t h a t  t h e r e ' s  over  2,300 c i v i l i a n  and 

m i l i t a r y  people t h a t  work a t  F o r t  Ri tch ie .  I mentioned 

e a r l i e r  t h a t  some of those  people t h a t  a r e  c a r r i e d  on t h e  

books a t  F o r t  Ri tch ie ,  p h y s i c a l l y  work a t  S i t e  R. 

F o r t  R i t c h i e  is in Washington County, Ilaryland. 

Washington County, Maryland is p a r t  of t h e  Appalachian Region 

C d s s i o n ,  whlch i s ,  in f a c t ,  a economically depressed  area .  

The unemployment r a t e  wi th in  Washington County h a s  

h i s t o r i c a l l y  been well  below t h e  Uaryland average.  I would 

l i k e  you now t o  look a t  this c h a r t ,  t h a t  shows you what t h a t  

conparison i s ,  between 1986 and 1994. I f  P o r t  R i t c h i e  

c loses ,  t h a t ' s  qoing t o  tremendously i n c r e a s e  t h a t  r a t i o  
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1 prove it, t h e  t r a i n i n g  and d o c t r i n e  c-d which owns F o r t  

2 Huachuca. has cow o u t  with guidance t h a t  says  we must now do 

3 an environmental impact study. And I can t e l l  you where t h a t  
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between the  economic heal th  and welfare of the  S ta t e  of 

maryland. versus Washington County. 

In  sla~ary, l ad ie s  and gentlemen of the  BRAC 

C d s s i o n ,  I w u l d  l i k e  t o  point  ou t  t o  you t h a t  we a r e  

convinced t h a t  the  recornendation t o  c lose  Fort Ri tchie  would 

be mi l i t a r i l y ,  f i s c a l l y  and enviro-tally irresponsible.  

We bel ieve the  d s s i o n  can not  support the  M y  and DOD 

recamendation t h a t  w i l l  pJt c i v i l i a n  and mi l i t a ry  people a t  

s i t e  R a t  r i sk .  

W e  do not  bel ieve t h a t  t he  BRAC Commission can 

follow the  recoaendat ion t h a t  would decrease the  operational 

responsiveness, and readiness of S i t e  R, and other  m0 

a c t i v i t i e s .  And f ina l ly ,  we believe t h a t  f a i l u r e  t o  

implement these  ac t ions  t o  save money and laprove 

organizational e f f i c i enc ie s  by consolidatLng portions of 

DISA1IBSTEBM a t  For t  Ritchie, would a l s o  be irresponsible.  

I'm going back now t o  the  egg. I showed you 

e a r l i e r  t he  organizations t h a t  are a t  Por t  Ritchie. I would 

l i k e  t o  nou e a s i z e  the  in t r i cacy  and the  re la t ionship  tha t  

exists be- those organizations. We don't want t o  destroy 

t h a t  s p e r g i a  t h a t  exists. I t  should. in fact ,  be used a s  a 

m o d e l  w i t h i n  the  a30 a s  t o  how you can bring organizations 
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advice and recomendations, and t o  Can l s s ione r  Cornella, who 

came all the  way up to Fort  Ritchie, and made the  t r i p  up t o  

S i t e  R, and then down t o  Por t  Detrick. 

I t ' s  obvious in this presentation, I think, that 

Por t  Ri tchie  is am essen t i a l  mi l i t a ry  ins ta l la t iom.  And its 

value has been very impressively underscored by the 

presentation t h a t  Wnaie  j u s t  made today. But, 1.11 tell 
you -- Port  R i t c N e  is  more than j u s t  W l d i n q s  and 

machinery. Any i n s t a l l a t i o n  l i k e  this. the  most i rpo r t an t  

thinq there  a r e  its people, and the  c d t y  tha t  supports 

it. And here  they a r e  ou t  in f r o n t  of you today, and I think 

t ha t  they go a long way t o  making our case about bow 

important Por t  Ri tchie  is. 

These a r e  t h e  people who give  l i f e ,  and give us the  

secu r i ty  needs and expect.3. M d  I s a l u t e  the  group Chat came 

here  t h i s  morning. Actually, t h e  l i t t l e  things they're 

wearing i n  f r o n t  of them t h a t  I hold up here  today, save For t  

Ritchie, expresses what I thi~U is  a conclusion t h a t  I would 

draw t h a t  t he  d s s i o n  should draw from this presentation. 

I want to draw j u s t  three quick points.  =st of 

all, a major consideration in this ruund of c los inqs  w a s  t o  

be c o s t  savings. I think t h a t  it's obvious in this 
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together f r m  d i f f e r e n t  forces  a t  m, and take advantage of 

the expe r t i s e  of those orqanizations, and improve the  overal l  

cost-effectiveness and operational responsiveness of the  DOD 

a c t i v i t i e s .  

I w u l d  now l i k e  t o  indicate  t o  you what our 

Y t i o n o  are. W e  believe that ,  based on the  

in fo r r a t ion  tha t  I have provided you today, and tha t  is  in 

t h e  tabs in your book, t he  information t h a t  we have and w i l l  

continue to pmvide to the  BRAC Commission s t a f f ,  t h a t  our 

r-tion is  t h a t  you t o t a l l y  disapprove the  mD 

r-dation r e l a t i v e  t o  Por t  Rltchie, and t h a t  you d i r e c t  

t he  Defense Intolaat ion Systeas Agency t o  re locate  t ha t  

por t ion of D I S A - Y B S ~  that ' s  in Denver, Colorado, t o  Fort 

Ritchie. Uaryland. 

I would l i k e  now t o  go back t o  the  cha r t  t ha t  t a lk s  

about t he  r e l a t ionsh ip  between the  Pentagon, Port Ritchie, 

and S i t e  R. W e  must keep t h a t  l inkage unbroken. The 

c d s s i o n  can not, and should no t  destroy this v i t a l  linkage 

t h a t  exists. The comiss ion  must not  pe rn i t  those people 

with a myopic vierpoint  of the  s t r a t e g i c  iaportance of Port 

Ritchie, t o  prevai l .  To do s o  would be very sho r t  sighted. 

We bel ieve t h a t  r e t a in ing  For t  Ri tchie  is  the  r i g h t  answer. 

Paqe 4 1.1 1 presentation t h a t  t he  n-rs t h a t  were prepared by the  b y  

a r e  j u s t  dead wrong -- 843 percent off .  And a s  we m e e t  
today, they're recrunching those n-rs. The savings 

ahsolute ly  do not  j u s t i f y  c los ing this base. Considerable 

doubt has been generated today. 

There's more than just reasonable doubt. Aod I ' d  

l i k e  t o  add j u s t  one other  figure, j u s t  one other  el-t to 

t h i s  doubt. The a y  says that in its d ~ l ~ ~ i z l l ) ( l ,  this round 

of closlngs, it's brought us  d m  t o  t he  bot-up review 

level  of i n f r a s t ruc tu re  f o r  tbe b y .  

The National Secur i ty  C a m i t t e e  in the m u s e  

bel ieves  that ,  i f  that ' s  trw, that ' s  too much, because in 

our National Secur i ty  Revi ta l iza t ion A c t ,  in T i t l e  I of that, 

we s e t  up a c a n l s s i o n  t o  relook a t  t he  bot ta-up review. 

That was done according t o  t h e  Vice President 's budget 

numbers, and our c o m i t t e e  is no t  very t ranqui l  with w h a t  -- 
17 the  conclusions drawn by t h a t  study. 

18 I would j u s t  l i k e  to emphasize again one of the  

19 things t h a t  Lonnie came back t o  a couple o t  tires, and tha t  

20 is the  r e l a t ionsh ip  with S i t e  R. We still l i v e  in a very 

21 dangerous world, and S i t e  R is s t i l l  e s sen t i a l .  J u s t  two 

22 points  r e l a t i v e  t o  that .  

As a matter of f ac t ,  we're recomending t h a t  you 

increase  t h e  r e spons ib i l i t y  of For t  Ritchie, not decrease it. 

Ladies and gentlemen. I would be happy t o  answer any 

questions. 

m. IIBIWINGBR: Madame Chairman. I would l i k e  to  

have you r e f e r  back t o  cha r t  21. 

CHN- COX: 217 N1 r igh t .  

MR. MSINIWGBR: M d  this is  j u s t  f o r  t he  record. 1 

thFnl t h a t  you've not iced the  f igures  i n  cha r t  21, but I want 

t o  make su re  that ,  f o r  t he  record, the  unemployment, 

Washington County, has h i s t o r i c a l l y  been above the  

unenployaeat f i gu res  f o r  Maryland. 

CHNmKmW COX: Thank you, very much. I think 

t h a t  w e  are a l l  s e t .  Thank you. Your presentation was so  

helpful .  You've covered everything. Congressman Bar t l e t t ,  

we're -- 

(Applause. ) 

CON- BhRTLElT: Thank you very much, Lonnie, 

f o r  a very exce l l en t  presentation. I want t o  thank the 

catllrLssioners f o r  giving us t h i s  opportunity t o  make our 

case. I especia l ly  want t o  thank Carr tss ioner  Cox fo r  ccnlng 

t o  o w  o f f i ce ,  and meeting with us, and giving us excel lent  
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1 One Is, when it takes longer to g e t  tbe support 

2 personnel from Fort  Detrick. which is  where they rou ld  send 

3 them, than it takes  a mi s s i l e  to c a n e  tram h a l t  way around 

4 the  world, t he  cont inenta l  USA, t h a t  obviously makes the  

5 point  t h a t  we need the  support people c loser .  Closer to 

6 s i t e  R, where they a r e  now, j u s t  6 miles  away. me second 

7 thinq I r e a l l y  want t o  enphasize is  t h a t  redundant 

8 comunication l ink.  

9 I don't how i f  t h a t  was n d e  su f f i c i en t ly  clear to 

10 you. Anything t h a t  S i t e  R can do, For t  Ri tchie  can do. And 

11 so  we have, fo r  this very e s sen t i a l  capability in S i t e  R, a 

12 redundant comunication l ink.  W e  think that when all of the  

13  f a c t s  a r e  considered, t ha t  there  is no question t h a t  t he  

14 mi l i t a ry  s ignif icance,  t he  mi l i t a ry  importance of S i t e  R, is 

15 such t h a t  it shouldn't have even been considered f o r  being on 

16 t h i s  list. Thank you, Lonnie, f o r  your presentation. Thank 

17 you, coaaiss ioners  f o r  this opportunity t o  m e e t  with you. 

18 Thank you f o r  your support. 

19 CHAIIUWBmM COX: Thank you, very much, Conqressaan 

20 Bar t l e t t ,  and the  folks  from Fort  Ritchie, thank you. 

2 1 SENATOR m: Madame Chalraan. we're now ready 

22 to  move on t o  the  next f a c i l i t y .  I do want t o  underscore, I 



1 t h i n k  you j u s t  heard a very powerful presenta t ion with 

2 r-pect t o  the  Fort Ri tchie  case. And, of course, we w i l l  

r h w  t o  present t o  t he  c o d s s i o n  and its s t a f f  

t iondl infomat ion and analys is  a s  we proceed toward a 

We're now going t o  turn t o  the  Naval Surface 

7 wartare center  in Annapolis. The 1995 DM) recornendation i s  

a to close this center  in Annapolis. I t ' s  t he  Navy's only 

9 research and deve lopen t  f a c i l i t y .  We think the  

work a t  this center  is absolutely critical t o  our nation's 

leadership in such a reas  a s  su t aa r ine  s i lencing,  s h i p  

-ivability, copbat readiness, and environmental 

aoqliaDce. 

As you how, DDD recornended d i s e s t a b l l s h h q  t h i s  

dptactaent tw years ago. But t he  1993 EWAC C d s s i o n  

-ly re jected this r-ndation, and we a r e  

coavFaced tha t  the current  DM) r ecanenda t ion  t o  c lose  the  

18 detachment, t o  abandon some major f a c i l i t i e s .  t o  r e loca t e  the 

19 r- functions, is even more flawed than was the  

20 rccomesdation tw years ago. 
I 
21 We have two very ab le  exper ts  her  today t o  make the  

22 -sentation: Jim Corder, who served f o r  near ly  30 years a t  

hardware developsent, systems trade-off and in tegrat ion,  

specif ica t ions  deve lopen t  i n  qualifications in technology 

12 assessments. As the senator says, the  Annapolis detachment 

13 i s  the only place tha t  has the  mission t o  pe r fom research 

14 and developsent for  navy shipboard machinery. including 

15 s t ea l th  and energy conservation. 

16 To put the importance of machinery research and 

17 development i n  perspective -- the  DOG 51 c l a s s  of ships, l e s s  
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I 18 the conbat system. one hal f  of t he  ship's weight is  i n  the  

19 propulsion, auxiliary, and electrical systems, and the  fue l  
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20 they use. One half of t he  ship's cos t  is  in t h e  propulsion, 

21 auxiliary, and e l e c t r i c a l  systems. The focus of t he  work 

22 done in  the machinery R r D detachment d i r e c t o r a t e  is on one: 
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1 While I personally disagreed with the  

2 rec-ndations in  '91 t o  the BMC, there  was some logic ,  a t  

3 leas t ,  behind the f i n a l  r e s u l t s  i n  leaving t h e  machinery R b 

4 D d i rectora te  i n t ac t  a t  the  Annapolis s i t e .  I can see  no 

5 loqic  behind the reccmmendations in '93, and even l e s s  in 

6 '95. As you can see. i n  the next few graphs -- a s  you can 

7 see in Ws, the Annapolis detachment is ccap le t e ly  

8 surrounded by the naval s t a t i on .  

9 The functions performed there  a r e  technology and 

- - 
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1 tbe Naval Sllrface Warfare Center in Annapolis. He's a 

2 d i s ~ s h e d  graduate of the  Waval Academy. He's had a lonq 

3 career  i n  the navy. When he r e t i r ed ,  he was the  deputy 

4 d i r ec to r  of the  machinery research and development 

5 di rectora te .  And wry Argim was the  head of t he  machinery 

I 6 and deve lopen t  d i rectora te ,  p r i o r  t o  his re t i r eaen t  

7 tbis put me. ' Larry Aqim has had a very lapress ive  caseer. 

9 se ' s  responsible f o r  mamy of t he  innovations which have made 

1 .  s .  mhariws the qu ie t e s t  in the  w r l d .  ne's received 

awards. ne's r e a l l y  an o u t s t a ~ d i n q  s c i e n t i s t .  And 

delighted t h a t  both of these  gentleaen a r e  here t o  

t tbe case to the  d s s i o n .  

I14 CnN- COX: Thank you, very much. L e t  m e  j u s t  

'15 u k  m. Arqiro - I'm no t  mre you were on the  s t age  when re 

I16 d i d  tbe oath. were w e  able  t o  swear you in? 

17 nu. ARGIIM: No. 

18 CnNnWCUNl COX: Would you mind i f  I gave you the  

19 -th7 Onfort-ately, it is -red by law f o r  anybody 

20 tes t i fy ing.  Do you solernly  swear  o r  a f f i m  t h a t  t he  

21 tes t i rony you are about t o  g ive  before  the  Defense Base 

' 2 2  Closure and Realignment Coaaission s h a l l  be the  t ru th ,  the  

1 rbo le  truth, and nothing but t he  t ru th?  

' 2  nu. ARGIRO: I do. 

/ 3 CnN- COX: Thaak you. Go ahead, Wr.  Corder. 

I 4  nu. CORDER: Thank you. Senator Sarbanes, f o r  the  

/ 5 ht roduct ion.  I rould  l i k e  t o  thank the  camis s ion  f o r  the  

1 6 opportunity t o  t e s t i f y  about my concerns a s  a p r iva t e  c i t i z e n  

7 d tax payer on m y  decision t o  c lose  the  Annapolis 

8 deta-t, NS*C. I especia l ly  want t o  thank Coarissioners 

9 Cox and Hontoya, f o r  t h e i r  taking time from t h e i r  busy 

10 s c k d u l e s  and bringing t h e i r  considerable knowledge and 

11 exper t ise  t o  the  Annapolis lab. I hope t h a t  maybe some 

12 others  m y  a l so  v i s i t .  

I 3  As Senator Slr-s said ,  I was the  deputy d i r ec to r  / 14 of tbe m a c h i w r y  R i D d i rec to ra t e  f o r  12 years, and i t v s  

115 t b a t  d i rectora te  t ha t ' s  a preponderance of what would be l e f t  

116 a t  the Annapolis s i t e ,  a s  a consequence of the  BRAC '91 

117 process. I f  t he reps  any addi t ional  information youvd l i k e  

, 1 R  =bout me,  there's b io  data sheet  a t  t he  back of your package. 
I et i red a l i t t l e  over tw pars ago. s o  my paycheck cows 

tbe o f f i c e  of Personnel Hanaqament the  f i r s t  of every 

th. regardless of what happens t o  t he  Annapolis 

22 &tactmeat. 

page 
affordabi l i ty .  The c o s t  of acquis i t ion,  maintenance, 

manning, and fuel.  N o ,  environmenfal coapliance. 

And the g rea t e s t  emphasis there  i s  on the  CF'C 

Replacement Proqram, and i f  there's any delay in the  e f f o r t s  

onqoinq in Annapolis, the  Wavy would be in noncaspliance with 

international agreements. Third, s t e a l t h  - acoust ics  and 

magnetics, and safe ty  and s tuvivabi l i ty .  The proposal in 

1995 by EOD was t o  c lose  the  Annapolis site, includFng the  

NIW s i t e ,  and t r ans fe r  the  fuel s torage and fue l  site, and 

the  water treatment p l an t  t o  t he  naval s t a t i o n  in support of 

Ule naval s t a t i on  in the  Naval Academy. 

And re locate  appropriate functions, personnel, 

equipment and support, p r i a a t i l y  to Philabelphia, Carderock, 

and the Naval Research laboratory. The J o i n t  Spectrum 

Center, a DDD cross  service  tenant,  would be re located i n  the  

Annapolis area. And the  aSBC c l a i r  is t h a t  there's a one 

time cost  of $25 million, yearly savings of $14.7 d l l i o n  

dol lars ,  with a re turn  on investment of one and a hal f  years. 

The s i n i l a r i t i e s  between the  '93 and '95 recomendatiolls a r e  

shown here. 

'93 was to  d i se s t ab l i sh  Annapolis, reduce 

personnel, and move sow of the  people t o  Philadelphia. while 
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keepinq the f a c i l i t i e s  a t  the  Annapolis site operational,  a t  

a cost  of $24.7 r i l l i o n .  In  '95. again. tbey reool.end 

closing Annapolis, reducing the  personnel, and movinq s ~ e  to  

Philadelphia, but this tlw, abandon two f a c i l i t i e s ,  r e loca t e  

e ight  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  PbiladelpNa. and r e p l i c a t e  the mqne t i ca  

f i e l d s  laboratory a t  Carderock, f o r  a c o t s  of $25 rLLLion. 

I'm sure  t b a t  Comissioners Cox and mntoya, having 

seen the f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Annapolis t ha t  a r e  be  re located and 

replicated. have ser ious  doubts t ha t  t h a t  can be accomplished 

with a $300.000 di f ference between the  '93 and '95 

recomendations. me reason f o r  r e j ec t ing  the  I993 

rec-ndations were projected exaggerated savings and 

ineff ic iencies  t ha t  were not  considered. W j o r  savings from 

the s t a f f  reduction can be a c c q l l s h e d  without any 

relocations. 

Md there's no c losures  in soc ie ty  surrounded by 

navy property, and there's no p rac t i ca l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  use 

ident i f ied .  The 1995 BRAC recomendations -- t he  c r i t e r i a  

t ha t  were deviated trca -- were again, underes-ted cost.  

overestimated savings. underestimated m i l i t a r y  value of 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  underestimated value of people, and there ' s  no 

excess capacity i n  machinery R b D, though there  may be 
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2 missed opportunities f o r  cross  service  thrust .  

In  tbe econrr ic  analysis  you see in t h i s  next 

4 chart,  the  c o l g o  on the  r i g h t  consis ts  of the  c e r t i f i e d  data I 
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2 sutnarine it was t e s t ed  on had t o  have been dried off ,  the 

3 system insta l led,  and then -en t o  sea. m e r e  rere 14 it- 

4 that  probably could not have been t e s t ed  p r io r  t o  this a t  sea 
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1 excess capacity in the overal l  R L D establishment. And 

5 tha t  was s u b i t t e d  t o  the BSBC. m e  collvln i n  the  center is 

6 t h a t  se lected data t h a t  BSBC chose t o  use. This ignores 

7 several things. me, the c o l u n  on the r i g h t  doesn't even 
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1 cost  $1.5 n i l l i on ,  i f  it had had t o  have been -- i f  the  

5 deployment, and the estimate c o s t  of those s y s m  in t h e i r  

6 program is $200 million. 

7 A spec i f i c  example was the  Hew Generation 50% 

8 include the  inpact of c losing o r  abandoning the two 

9 f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 1.11 e laborate  on the 10-to-1 cos t  increase 

10 in another s l ide .  

8 system t h a t  was e s t i r a t e d  would put  a $50 million program a t  

9 r isk .  The functions pe r foaed  a t  Philadelphia are essen t i a l  

10 t o  the Navy, but the  nature of the  equi-t and t he  people 

11 But, this d w s  not take in to  consideration the 

12 recurring cos t  of a 10-to-1 increase i n  cos t  f o r  conducting 

13 t e s t s  a t  sea, h t e a d  of using the f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  going 

14 t o  be abandoned. So you can see, instead of tbe $25 million 

15 one time cost,  i t  r e a l l y  should be 83, and in my talking with 

11 required t o  perfom those functions a r e  d i f f e ren t  than those 

12 tha t  perfom the machinery and R c D functions a t  t he  

13 Annapolis s i t e .  The e q u i p e n t  in the land based test s i t e  

14 f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Philadelphia is pl-ad -- f o r  tbe most part -- 

15 is planned to be l ~ s t a l l e d  on a new class of ships, o r  durinq 

16 people more recently there, they've iden t i f i ed  additional 

17 mil i tary  construction cos t s  t h a t  w i l l  probably bring an 

18 addi t ional  $20 million requirement on it. 

19 m e  other e s t h a t e d  value n i l i t a r y  value -- of 

20 f a c i l i t i e s  shorn from this s ide  of the  abandonment of the 

21 Deep Ocean Pressure Tanks, and Sukaarine Fluid Dynamics 

22 f a c i l i t y .  In  1991, the  Naval Sea S y s t w  C-d did  a 

16 a major uplrade. 

17 And a s  the  name implies, the  e q u i p e n t  in the in- 

18 service engineer u n i t  portion is  e q u i p e n t  already in 

19 service. The equipment in the f a c i l i t i e s  a t  the  Annapolis 

20 s i t e ,  f o r  the most part,  are red board lodels used f o r  proof 

21 of pr inciple  o r  concept d e n s t r a t i o n s  thmugh prototypes, 

22 and these are s ign i f i can t ly  d i f f e r e n t  than the operational 
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equipment in the f l e e t .  As with the  f a c i l i t i e s ,  the people 

a re  d i f f e ren t .  

As you can see  f r m  here, the  larqe percentage of 

the Annapolis machinery and R b D d i rec to ra t e  population tha t  

a re  s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers, and the  high number of advanced 

degrees they have, a s  ccmpeued t o  the  people tha t  perform the 

essent ia l  work in Philadelphia. I think a further indicat ion 

of the dif ference in the kinds of innovative thisllnq and 

processes t h a t  go on i n  the tw places, are M u t e d  by tbe 

numbers of patents.  

F r m  1990 to tbe present, t he  iacbinery R c D 

personnel have received 71 patents,  m d  have an additional 74 

patent appl icat ions  in, a s  contras ted to 1 patent m d  1 

patent appl icat ion amonq the  Philadelpaia people. When I 

t e s t i f i e d  in 1993, I pointed out  tbat f o r  the  year 1992, I 

had done an analysis,  in w h i l e  the  machinery R c D 

di rectorate  had only 9 percant of the employees of the  

Carderock division. those same people bad received 44 perceat 

of the patents issued tha t  year. 

There is no excess capaci ty  program f o r  the 

machinery R b D directorate .  Funding has increased from $90 

million i n  1993 to $110 million in 1995, and the  5 year 

f a c i l i t y  study. and determined t h a t  the Deep Ocean Pressure 

Tanks were an absolute e s sen t i a l ,  must have capabi l i ty .  Yet, 

before the  year was over, the Navy recanended t o  the BRAC 

tha t  i t  be abandoned. 

I w i l l  not  e laborate  on all of the f a c i l i t i e s  that  

a r e  going to be mved, because Mr. Bpstein, and I believe, 

Comissioners m x  and Hontoya have both received copies of 

the  hand ou t  a t  the l a b  when they were there. But, my 

concern is p r u l y  with tbe r i s k  associated with at-sea 

t e s t ing  of thinqs t h a t  cannot be tes ted i f  the  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  

closed down. %re a r e  uncontrolled conditions a t  sea, and 

hrran l i f e  and los s  of vehicles can even be a consequence, 

and I've used the example. 

Both of these  f a c i l i t i e s  were created a s  a 

consequence of the  thresher  d i sas t e r  i n  tbe ea r ly  1960s. 

We've had no sinilar one since, and the s w i n e  emergency 

balancing system spec i f i ca l ly  is the thing tha t  is  used -- 

the or ig ina l  Suhoarine Fluid Dynaaics f a c i l i t y  was created 

for .  The c r e a t i v i t y  and the  innovation of the  f ac i l i t y ' s  

manicure has expanded the  use of the f a c i l i t i e s ,  beyond that,  

however. 

This l i n e  shows same infomation garnered froo a 
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defense plan, in the typical program elements executed a t  the 

Annapolis site, a r e  growing. F a c i l i t i e s  are expPrrQCoq. 

m e r e  have been three new f a c i l i t i e s  created a t  the Annapolis 

s i t e  s ince 1993, and tw other  major f a c i l i t i e s  have been 

siqnif icant ly  expanded and upqraded. 

The magnetic f i e ld9  laboratory has had a $5 million 
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study t h a t  w a s  done w de temine  the cos t  impact. I 

mentioned the  10-to-1 cos t  increase, i f  the -- assurlng i t  

were abandoned, and a test had t o  be conducted a t  sea. m e r e  

1 

were 24 t e s t s  analyzed t h a t  required special izat ion 

cha rac te r i s t i c s  of this f a c i l i t y  f o r  tes t ing.  These a re  no t  

all of the  t e s t s  t h a t  were conducted there. There were other 

t e s t s  conducted, but those could have been conducted a t  other 

f a c i l i t i e s .  

The 24 i t e m s  t e s t ed  -- the t e s t  cos t  l e s s  than 

$600,000. I f  tbe f a c i l i t y  was closed, there  would only be 10 

of those i t e m s  t h a t  could have been -- t h a t  would have 

upqrade in  the  l a s t  f ive  years, and the  chlorofluorocarbon 

f a c i l i t i e s  have had a $5 a l l l i o n  upqrade within the l a s t  two 

years. The work load a t  the  Annapofis s i t e ,  u c b i n e r y  R D 

directorate ,  is presently a t  430. The MAVCCW projections 

fo r  the year 2001 a r e  418 man years. I don't see t h a t  a s  a 

s iqn i f i can t  difference. To fu r the r  emphasize tbe capacity, 

and the inportance of whatrs done there, 1.11 give you same 

re su l t s  of a s t r a t e g i c  planning process t h a t  was done a t  the  

absolutely required -- 
ClmIiUUUnN COX: Can I jus t  i n t e r rup t  f o r  a ninute? 

1.n sorry, i t ' s  ge t t ing  very loud and d i f f i c u l t  f o r  us t o  / ii 
hear. I wonder i f  w e  could ask those of you who a r e  in  the 

back of the  roa t o  keep your conversations down, and 

possibly s i t  down, so t h a t  we donst have the background 

Carderock division, a s  well a s  Nswtlride. 

I t  was deternLned that  there  were 78 technical 

capab i l i t i e s  throughout the Naval Surface Warfare Center, and 

noise. mank you very much, and we won't take t h a t  out of 

your the. 

HR. CORDER: Sure. The 10 i t e m s  t ha t  could have 

tha t  the Annapolis s i t e  had the lead on three of tbose. 

Those three a r e  in the top 10 of those 78. Propulsion 

machinery is number 3, auxi l iary  machinery, n u b e r  7, 

been t e s t ed  a t  sea would have cos t  more than $5 million. As 

an example, the SSW 21 Secondary Propulsion System would have 

e l ec t r i ca l  systems, number 10. And the n u b e r  1 pr ior i ty .  

s teal th ,  while the  lead is a t  Carderock, the lead a t  2 l a j o r  

I 
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1 bets, machinery s i lencing,  and magnetic s i lencing,  a r e  a t  

2 tbe Annapolis s i t e .  

Further i nd ic t ing  of t h e  importance of what they do 

the need fo r  those people, was issued from a model we've 

k i n g  this s t r a t e g i c  planning pmcess .  The postula t ion 

w t h a t  the  Cardemck divis ion would have t o  be downsized 
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1 even jus t  nest door. As f o r  the schedule, 1 bel ieve it's '98 

2 tha t  -- I believe it's i n  '96 t h a t  CK can no longer be 

3 manufactured, and the supply -- and there's been a linit on 

4 how much could be produced, s e t  ou t  by the  in ternat ional  

5 agreements. 

6 And, the stock p i l e  t h a t  the Navy has  been ab le  t o  

10 missed c ros s  service  oppor tuni t ies .  IWinq both 10 proqran. I'm not absolutely current .  But I can g e t  t h a t  

11 Carrlssionem Cox and Wontoya's v i s i t s ,  COL Flock, United 11 infornation. 

12 S u t e s  Air Force. commander of t h e  north Spec- Center, / I 2  cmIIWCUAU COX: That would be helpful,  and a s  I 

7 o r e r  a period of years, by 18 percent,  and t h a t  model r e s u l t  

8 s- tha t  during the  same t ime period, there  was a need fo r  

9 4 percent increase in the  machinery R D d i rec to ra t e .  

I3 d d  that  be had 136 people i n  Ns headquarters route  t ha t  I 13 understand it, there  would be a t  l e a s t  a several  year delay 

14 are a tenant there  a t  t he  Annapolis detachment. And he has 14 in  the proqrm. which is p re t ty  c lose  t o  -- I 

7 get,  would, i f  I r eca l l  correct ly ,  be deple ted in 2001, and 

8 we're expecting t o  s t a r t  replacing some of those sys tens  a t  

9 sea in '98, a s  I r eca l l .  Being two years reaoved f r m  t h a t  

i l 5  u additional 600 people t h a t  a r e  i n  leased space in the  

' 16 -polis cmnunity, and a s  a consequence of the  BRAC '91 

17 process, there  was going t o  be a s ign i f i can t  exodus t o  other 

18 s l t e s ,  leaving space a t  the  Annapolis s i t e .  

I 19 And it was his in t en t  t o  consol idate  those 

! 20 t ruc t ioas  a t  the Annapolis s i t e .  I f  Annapolis is closed, 

21 t h a t  can't -. The c o s t  of moving headquarters would be 

22 u added burden. Also appeaKing in these  two v i s i t s ,  Dean 

15 MR. CORDEL: Best es t imate  was two years, and we're 

16 ju s t  barely going t o  make t h i s  schedule a s  it is. 

17 CWIIWCUAU COX: As i t  is. And, presumably, there  

I 18 a r e  no other options a t  the -nt f o r  pul l ing on ships  

19 except cRls7 

20 MR. CDRDBL: A l l  of t he  machinery has been designed 

21 and developed f o r  those refr igerants ,  and working f lu ids ,  and 

22 i t  takes major redesigns in compressors, bea t  exchangers -- 

1 ShafAro, the  dean of t he  Naval Academy, pointed ou t  the  

2 s i q d f i c a n t  bene f i t s  of having t h e  Annapolis detachment i n  

3 such close  p r o l i a i t y  to the  Naval Academy. 

I M e r o u s  professors  work a t  the  Annapolis l a b  

5 dwdnq the  s-r, and p a r t - t i m e  during the  afternoon and 

6 plr, and tbey get  direct experience on navy systems t h a t  

7 they can r e l a t e  back to the  ridsN- in the  classroom. 

8 Sare f i r s t  c l a s s  midshipen work on same of t he  machinery 

9 projects,  and innocent. t h a t  are waiting on the  w i n n i n g  of 

10 .ir f l i g h t  scbool o r  -ine school c l a s s  work on 

h r y  Ird R D pro jec t s  a lso .  The dean s a i d  it would be 

wqraificamt l o s s  i f  the -polis detachment were closed. 

In  concllleion, the  navy's 1995 proposal is  both 

I 4  omt ly .  and, I feel ,  damaging to the  e s sen t i a l  capab i l i t i e s  

15 of the Navy. 00D recoaaead.tioas f o r  Annapolis w r e  r e j ec t ed  

16 as wrong in 1993. fbe -dations are subs t an t i a l l y  the  

17 same,  except f o r  t he  mving, o r  abandoning of f a c i l i t i e s .  I 

18 f ee l  the 1995 r-dations should be r e j ec t ed  a s  w e l l .  I 

19 rrnt t o  thank you again f o r  t he  opportunity t o  t e s t i f y ,  and 

20 i f  there a r e  any questions, I'd be happy t o  t r y  t o  answer 

21 Uxm. 

22 CIiAI- COX: I j u s t  have two questions. One, 

( 1 the deep sea  pres- lab t h a t  is proposed t o  be abandoned -- 

2 p a  had s o m e  fi-s a r e  on w h a t  the cost rould  be t o  do 

3 t b a t  kind of t e s t i ng  a t  sea, i f  you could do them a t  sea  -- 

I IR. CORDER: Y e s ,  ma'am. 

5 cBAI- COX: Is tbere another f a c i l i t y  

6 -re in the United S ta t e s?  

7 IR. CORDER: It's t h e  only one l i k e  it in the  f r e e  

8 w r l d .  

9 CFIAI- COX: I sea. So t he re  i s n r t  any other  

10 option except a t  sea  tes t ing.  

11 m. CORDER: WO. 

12 CIIAI- COX: And you a l s o  mentioned the  CPC 

13 w r k  tha t  yoo a l l  w e r e  doinq, and the  concern t h a t  it would 

14 be delayed. 

15 IR. CORDBR: Yes, -'am. 

16 CFIAI- COX: I wonder i f  you could j u s t  

17 elaborate on t h a t  a l i t t l e  b i t .  There are certain deadlines, 

18 a. I recal l ,  that re had t o  meet, and how long do you think a 

I y d g h t  be? 

MR. CORDBR: oh. The engineers,  t h a t  a r e  doinq the  

2- there e s t ina t ed  t o  take a s  long a s  two years t o  ge t  

22 those f a c i l i t i e s  recreated and operat ional  in another s i t e ,  

5 (Applause.) 

6 MR. MGIRO: Before I g e t  s t a r t ed ,  l e t  ae j u s t  say 

7 that,  yes, we're working on th ings  l i k e  thermoelectric,  but  

8 t h i s  is fo r  small s t u f f .  You're r e a l l y  t a lk ing  about major 

9 cooling in the  pa r t i cu l a r  s-ines and surface  ships. 

Page 56 

10 Madame Chairaan, aenbers of the c a a i s s i o n ,  I ' m  here  a s  a 

11 member of a very supportive comunity, a s  you can see f m  

12 the  number out  there. 

13 I r e t i r e d  in June a s  senator  SarbaDns has 

14 indicated. In '94, a f t e r  spendbg 47 years a t  t he  Annapolis 

15 laboratory. me l a s t  9 years a s  head of t he  machinery R b D 

16 directora te ,  and a s  J h  had j u s t  pointed out,  this i s m .  t one 

1 to  adapt t o  f l u ids  t ha t  have d i f f e ren t  cha rac t e r i s t i c s  than 

2 the CPC's the equipment was designed to use. 

3 CIIAIIWCUAU COX: mar& you very mch .  

I MR. CORDEL: Thank you. 

17 that  you're ta lking about displacing. TIE infornat ion t h a t  I 

18 w i l l  present supports t he  m i l i t a r y  value of t he  laboratory, 

19 and I can assure you tha t  this infoxmation umes f m  my 

20 first-hand knowledge, and is given without any Navy 

21 constraints.  

22 L e t  me say tha t  we in the  ccnnunity were 
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flabbergasted a t  learning t h a t  the  navy had placed t h i s  

laboratory on the  c losure  list. Par t icular ly ,  a s  Senator 

Sarbanes had said, a f t e r  IXAC had voted 7-0 t o  keep it o w .  

We hope tha t  you w i l l  receive  a good understaDdLag today, 

a f t e r ,  l i s tening with Ilr. Corder, and my presentation, a s  t o  

the ro l e  and Laportance of the  laborator ies  count less  issws 

to  the Navy in its future .  

Pernit  me nm, t o  s o r t  of go on with an 

introduction t o  the  Annapolis laboratory. Since 1903. the  

Annapolis laboratory has been p a r t  of t he  Navy. I t  was 

established by c a l l  a s  a pa r t  - t o  be p a r t  of t he  Naval 

Academy. Since tha t  Uae it  has worked t o  make o r  Navy the  

very bes t  in the world, and it was wi l l ing t o  give its bes t  

t o  make it so. The laboratory's o m  responded with the  

strength of technical knowledge. and d i sc ip l ine  t o  work the  

probleas a t  hand with the  professionalisam, dedication found 

no where e lse .  

Having the  responsibi l i ty  of developing advanced 

machinery systems, new technologies were conceived t h a t  

provided the  Navy with a s t r a t e g i c  mi l i t a ry  advantage, and 

it's superior operational capabi l i  t y  over i ts adversaries.  

This advantage Lasted f o r  more than 40 years, and ce r t a in ly  
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has helped t o  w i n  the Cold W a r .  Contributions were ntmerous, 

a s  dependant on this char t .  

Wow this is a very busy chart,  and cer ta inly  I 

don't want you t o  read it. but I w i l l  point  out cer ta in  

factors  t o  it. I t  shows, f i r s t ,  the wide range of 

techmologies tha t  w e r e  developed, t h a t  ce r t a in ly  have aade 

our Navy the very best. For example, the  ICR gas turbines, 

t h a t  when ins t a l l ed  on board ships  w i l l  save 30 t o  50 percent 

in fue l  that ' s  beinq used aboard your surface ships. 

Superconductivity, and there 's  no need t o  go in to  that ,  

because it has a l l  s o r t s  of uses, including your pedical 

f i e lds .  

False power. S tea l th .  EnviroImental control.  

14 Future s h i p  designs, and others  a s  noted. L e t  m e  now show 

I5 you j u s t  the  s t ea l th ,  and what was involved in tha t  

16 pa r t i cu la r  area. Bere. we have the  machinery silencing i n  

17 what the  Annapolis laboratory has done t o  our par t icular  -- 
18 am I out  of time? 

19 CIUIII*orPu COX: We're ge t t ing  close. You l i g h t  

20 want t o  think about wrapping up. 

21 let. ARGIIPD: Yerre ge t t ing  close? 

22 m- cox: Right. 
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inportant t o  pr ivate  industry, since there  ore no others  l i k e  

t h m  in the f r e e  world. PresenUy negot ia t ions  -- and I w i l l  

s top -- a r e  onqoing with the  U.K., Australians, and others  

f o r  the i r  pa r t i cu la r  use. 

CHAImuDmN cox: Thank you very much, and w e  would 

appreciate it i f  you have pore of a sta-t, we'd love t o  

have I t  i n  the record, and i t  w i l l  be very helpful.  

KR. ARGIRO: I have luch more t o  say, and you w i l l  

receive it. Thank you very much. 

C H A l m  COX: Thank you very much, m. Arqiro. 

(Applause.) 

SENATOR SNuMNkS: J u s t  one sentence about the 
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13 Annapolis f a c i l i t y .  As you saw, in the winning of the  

14 patents,  this is  a highly sILLlled. hiqhly t ra ined f a c i l i t y .  

15 Very high educational level .  Inforvl muveys t h a t  have been 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

16 done indicate  t h a t  w e l l  under half of our  force  would move to 

17 Philadelphia, i f  the  move took place. You, in effect ,  would 

18 destroy the  un i t  which is a s c i e n t i f i c  paradirp, real ly ,  in 

19 the services, and w e  think that's a very important point.  

20 Wdare chaiman, wenre par going to turn to m t e  

21 Oak, and I would suggest to th~ presenrers, i f  - you know, 

22 they need t o  move to the podim i n  a hurry. Every second i t  
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SENATOR SNUWmS: Madame Chainman, I think we have 

a l i t t l e  surplus of t ime a t  the  end. I'd give two ninutes 

out of t h a t  t h e  s o  Mr. Fcgiro could continue, and then i f  

they would give him the  bel l .  we would know, but Larry, take 

a couple of minutes. 

amrmm~ cox: okay. mank you very much, 

Seaator. 

MR. ARGIRD: The ~ a c h i n e r y  s i lencing has on 

suh.ariaes, it shows the nau t i lu s  of the top of the pyraaid 

on the  l e f t  hand s ide.  I t  shows the Seawolf on the bo t to l  

side. Every machinery s i lencing feature  ever in s t a l l ed  on a 

sutnar ine f m  the naut i lus  t o  the  Seawolf has been developed 

a t  the  Annapolis lab. Incidemtly, j u s t  t o  give you some feel  

a s  t o  what t h a t  is, basically. i f  the  Nautilus was heard 

thousands of idles, in fact ,  in England. The Seawolf w i l l  be 

in hundreds of yards. 

To accomplish these  r e su l t s ,  an outstanding team 

was assenbled t h a t  was research or iented by education, t ha t  

has advanced degrees, had c lose  s ty l e s  to the acadeda,  

par t icular ly .  the  Naval Acadmy, and incidenuy,  l a s t  year, 

there  were 40 -- 36, sorry -- 36 professors working a t  the 

laboratory. For j u s t  -- these  special  people par t ic ipated in  
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takes t o  ge t  there  is  time l o s t  out  of t h e i r  presentation. 

CHAIrrm+mn COX: You're r igh t .  

SEmToR SNuMNkS: We think the  White Oak f a c i l i t y  

i s  an extreaely iaportant  f a c i l i t y .  We thought the  

recomendation two years ago was a very good recanendation. 

(Applause. ) 

SENAX%% SARBANFS: I t  would retain sane of tba 

unique f a c i l i t i e s  Like the wind tunnel, the casino in 

Phoenix, x-ray simulator, t he  hydrobal l is t ics  f a c i l i t y ,  and 

it  would have sh i f t ed  NAVSm t o  White Oak. Now they're 

talking about taking NAVSBA to the Navy Yard, which w i l l  be 

brought under c r i t i c i sm here. 

John Tino is  our f i c s t  presenter.  B e  worked 36 

14 years a t  White Oak. pr io r  t o  his ret i rement  two years ago. 

15 He was a department head, both f o r  tbe wind tunnel and the 

16 hydrobal l is t ics  f a c i l i t y .  Be knows all of the  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  

17 White Oak, and we're pleased t h a t  John's here, who w i l l  be 

18 followed by Hike Subin, who is the  menber of the  m n q o r e r y  

19 County Council, a naval r e s e r v i s t  who knows this f i e l d  very 

20 well indeed, and chairman of the  Yhite Oak task force. 

21 And then the  county Executive of ~~~~ry county, 

22 Doug Duncan, who has taken a very s t rong and keen interest in 

technical soc ie t i e s  and technical  exchanges a t  national and 

Laternational levels .  

As a matter of f ac t ,  in addition t o  the 

contributions shorn, this saall technical s t a f f ,  a s  Jim had 

said, has produced more patents  than a l l  the  NSwC ccabined, 

produced more R c D publications, 200 o r  w r e .  And received 

more awards than any o the r  rove from NSUC, and then from that  

end, your example of its d d a n c e  in the technical world, 

t h i s  s m a l l  group typ ica l ly  contr ibutes  more than 25 percent 

of the  technical papers a t  the  ASN annual national we t inq ,  

and have been recoqnized by them a s  -- with every major 

award, ASN has t o  o f fe r .  

Ye talked about f a c i l i t i e s .  The Annapolis 

laboratory is the only a c t i v i t y  i n  the United S ta t e s  whose 

r o l e  is t o  develop advanced sh ip  board machinery. Since the 

machinery under developwnt is  usually f i v e  t o  ten years 

ahead of what is i n s t a l l e d  the  f l e e t ,  it's f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  

unique and no where e l s e  duplicated. As a matter of record, 

and NSYC declared t h a t  four of these f a c i l i t i e s  were golden 

nuggets, t h a t  is, could not do without. 

all f a c i l i t i e s  were constantly beinq modernized a t  

 sponsor*^ expense. Also, these  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  extrenely 
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this issue. John? 
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cn~~r rm+mn COX:  hank you. .rust before you start, 

I think I saw a l l  of you take the  oath, but  I wanted to M e  

sure tha t  you did  before we s t a r t ed .  

KR. TINO: Yes, I d id .  

KR. SUBIN: Yes, I did. 

WR. DWCAN: Yes, I d id .  

CmIR*OWhY W X :  Thank you very much. 

WR. TINO: Thank you, Senator Sarbaoes. Good 

wrninq,  conaission, Colaissioner Cox. 

CmIrrm+mn COX: G o o d  morning. 
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MR. TINO: As the  Senator said, I spent 36 years a t  

White Oak p r io r  t o  my retirement in Februpry, 1993. I have 

lead and managed three  of the  key f a c i l i t i e s  m g  a t  

White Oak, and am very f aml l i a r  with the  White Oak 

f d c i l i  t i e s .  our comuni ty  bel ieves  the  recomendation 

reqardlnq White Oak, and the  Naval Sea System C-d, 

deviates substant ia l ly  f r m  the  base c losure  c r i t e r i a  in the 

following four ways. 

Firs t ,  the recornendation t o  c lose  White Oak f a i l s  

t o  take in to  account the extremely high i d l i t a r y  value of 

cer ta in ,  irreplaceable, oneof-a-kind, nat ional  a s se t s  a t  

I I I 
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/ I m i t e  Oak. second, the White Oak recommendation 

2 s u b a t a s t i a l l y  a ~ d e r s t a t e s  t h e  c o s t  t o  c l o s e  m i t e  Oak. ! r t i c u l a r l y  with reqard  t o  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  we're going t o  

TElrd, t h e  mVSEA recornendat ion  is founded on a 

t y  a n a l y s l s  of t h e  c o s t  of  moving MVSFA t o  t h e  

Navy Yard,  versus  t h e  c o s t  of roving  them t o  White 

; ' 
i ; 
I:: 1; 
115 

j 16 
' I 7  

0.k. 

Fourth. and f i n a l l y .  t h e  MVSFA recommendation 

r a i l s  t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  l a n d  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  

l l h l t e  omk a r e  f a r  s u p e r i o r  to t h o s e  in t h e  Navy Yard. I w i l l  

prement t h e  c o m u n i t y ' s  p o s i t i o n  on t h e  f i r s t  two devia t ions ,  

thome concerning White Oak. I n  t h e  a f te rmath  of t h e  BRAC '93 

a t  white Oak, t h e r e  a r e  four  key f a c i l i t i e s  remaining a t  

W h l t e  Oak. The h y p e r b a l l i s t i c  wind tunnel,  t h e  n u c l e a r  

weapons e f f e c t s  f a c i l i t y ,  t h e  h y d r o b a l l l s t i c  tank. and t h e  

u q n e t i c  synergy c o n t r o l  R b D f a c i l i t y .  

For t h e  f i r s t  three of  these ,  t h e  wind tunnel ,  

I I  nuclear weapons f a c i l i t y  and t h e  h y d r o b a l l i s t i c  tank, t h e  

19 m a 7  had doctored what i t  c a l l e d  "a walk away approach'. 

20 That is, t h e  Navy dec ided  to s h p l y  abandon t h e  p lace ,  and 

Zl l i t e r a l l y  walk away f m  t h m .  The White Oak COEUtA inc luded  

22 . Jmolote ly  no cost f o r  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s .  Not from moving 
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is quote, "essent ia l ,  s i n c e  it is t h e  only  n a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t y  

capable of providing t h e  f l i g h t  environment f o r  ballistic 

m i s s i l e  d e f e c t s  i s  a valued development.' 

Such a s  t h e  Anmy BRTA s y s t m ,  which is undergoing 

t e s t s  i n  t h e  tunnel,  and t h e  Navy's i n t e r c e p t o r  program. To 

s-, there  i s  an ovemheln ing  body of a u t h o r i t y  t o  conclude 

t h a t  t h e  rec-ndation t o  abandon t h e  wind tunnel  ignores  

t h i s  high m i l i t a r y  value, a s  wel l  a s  DOD's c u r r e n t  a a d  f u t u r e  

j o i n t  mission requirements, inc luding  theory  of b a l l i s t i c  

m i s s i l e  defense. 

I ' m  now going t o  t u r n  b r i e f l y  t o  t h e  n u c l e a r  

weapons a f f e c t s ,  o r  x-ray t e s t  f a c i l i t y .  The c e r t i f i e d  

response i n  a scenar io  d e v e l o p e n t  d a t a  c a l l  s a y s  t h i s  

f a c i l i t y  has, quote, " three  of t h e  world's l a r g e s t ,  and lost 

capable nuclear  r a d i a t i o n  s imula tors .  The Phoenix, t h e  

Casino and t h e  TAC Faci l i ty . -  

The sponsor i n  t h e  Defense Nuclear Aqency, o r  DNA. 

Last  year, DNA made a dec is ion  t o  c o n s o l i d a t e  its x-ray tank 

i n  Whi t e  Oak, but  s h u t t i n g  down x-ray tank f a c i l i t i e s  a t  tw 

o t h e r  loca t ions .  MU included in w r i t i n g  t h a t  it is r e l y i n g  

on t h e  continued opera t ion  of  t h e  f a c i l i t y  a t  White Oak, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  sought x-ray -- this Phoenix f a c i l i t y ,  to serve  

I -, wt f r m  r e p l a c i n g  them elsewhere. n o t  even from our  

2 following them, in c a s e  we needed them again .  

I w i l l  focus  only  on t h e  h y d r o b a l l i s t i c  wind 1 tunnel, and t h e  n u c l e a r  weapons f a c i l i t y ,  since these a r e  

5 c r i t i c a l ,  multi-service n a t i o n a l  defense  a s s e t s .  However, 

6 t h e  o t h e r  tw are inva luable  t o  under s e a  warfare,  and our  

7 r o r l d  of l i t e r a l  warfare.  The h y d r o b a l l i s t i c  wind tunnel  

I represents the most notevorthy example of t h e  Navy's 

9 dis reqard  f o r  the b a s e  c l o m r e  c r i t e r i a  r e l a t i n g  t o  m i l i t a r y  

It' %lw. The hlDlnl is  used a b u t  one- th i rd  of  t h e  tiae f o r  

Navy, and the o t h e r  tro-thirds of  t h e  tlae, by m y ,  Air 

, NASA. and indus t ry .  'W 1t is t r u l y  a j o i n t  c m s s  s e r v i c e  a s s e t  t o  o u r  

I4 ~ t i o s .  1% N= c e r t i f i e d  response t o  this s c e n a r i o  

U d e r e l o p e n t  d a t a  call r e f e r s  t o  t h e  wind tunnel  a s  "a unique 

16 ~ t i o m a l  asse t* .  The nllltary values  d a t a  c a l l  response 

no Navy, Dm, NASA, o r  i n d u s t r y  

approach t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of this wind 

m e  p o t e n t i a l  l o s s  of  t h e  wind tunnel  is  one of 

21 only  W e e  eRAC i s sues .  where concern was p u b l i c l y  expressed  

22 by t h e  Chal- f o r  the J o i n t  Chief of  S t a f f .  And testimony 

j 1 on his d s s i o n  his very f i r s t  day appeared.  As you may 

2 recall. t h e  cbal- t e s t i f i e d  tha t  the l o s s  of  t h e  wind 1 3 tunnel. and I quote, 'could el-ate a unique n a t i o n a l  

4 c a p a b i l i t y  t h a t  s e r v e s  m i l i t a r y  r e s e a r c h  and d e v e l o p e n t  

5 meeds. '  Re s r i d  t h e  wind tunnel  should  b e  r e w e d .  

6 One can hard ly  imagine a b e t t e r  source  t o  c e r t i f y  

7 t h e  r L l i L l r y  va lue  of  a defense  f a c i l i t y .  Yet, t h e  Navy 

8 r e c o s e n d a t i o n  w u l d  n o t  only  s h u t  dorn t h e  wind tunnel  

9 f a c i l i t y ,  b u t  rbasdon it c a a p l e t e l y .  

10 Other h ighly  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  sources  have been 

I 11 u a a n i a u s l y  r e v i e r e d  -- t h a t  the wind tunnel  should  resain i n  

12 operation.  For example, t h e  Deputy C-d in Chief, in a 

13 - t o  t h e  J o i n t  Chief of  S t a f f ,  d i s a g r e e d  wi th  t h e  navy's 

14 rec-ndations to abandon t h e  wind tunnel .  Ae d e s c r i b e d  i t  

15 a s  - v i t a l  t o  t h e  c o n t i n w d  c r e d i b i l i t y  of  t h e  b a l l i s t i c  

16 l i s s i l e  force. defending o u r  na t ion ."  117 m e  W, in h i s  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  c d s s i o n  l a s t  

18 w n t h ,  made only  W e e  recommendations on t h e  Navy eRAC 

.ws. One wag t h a t  a way be found t o  keep t h e  wind tunnel  

F ina l ly ,  j u s t  l a s t  week, on A p r i l  25, t h e  

22 Navy, in wr i t lnq ,  t h a t  continwed o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  wind tunnel 
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t u t u r e  e l e c t r o n i c  and i n t e r c e p t i v e  systems. 

Again, t h e  Wavy d e c i s i o n  t o  abandon this f a c i l i t y  

appears t o  d is regard  high m i l i t a r y  va lue  a s  a n a t i o n a l  

defense a s s e t ,  f o r  which t h e r e  is a c l e a r .  continued, and 

e s s e n t i a l  mission, a s  we defend ourse lves  a g d n s t  reapons of 

mass des t ruc t ion .  I would a l s o  l i k e  t o  p o i n t  out,  that t h e  

Navy d i d  n o t  per forn  a n i l i t a r y  va lue  a n a l y s i s  f o r  whi te  oak, 

o r  f o r  t h e  key n a t i o n a l  defense  a s s e t s  remaining there.  

except  f o r  t h e  wind tunnel,  t h e  nuclear  weapons f a c i l i t y ,  and 

t h e  a i r  l i f t  f a c i l i t y .  

The Navy h a s  concluded and can see t h a t  there ' s  a 

response of ques t ions  f r m  t h e  l laryland Robers of  Congress. 

Our deieqat ion  here  today. This is y e t  a n o t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n  

t h a t  t h e  Navy f a i l e d  t o  account f o r  t h e  extremely high 

m i l i t a r y  value of White Oak's n a t i o n a l  a s s e t s .  W e  had a l s o  

s t a t e d  i n  our testimony before  t h i s  c a m i s s i o n  on A p r i l  17, 

t h a t  n e i t h e r  t h e  j o i n t  c r o s s  s e r v i c e  group and labora tory .  

nor t h e  one on t e s t  eva lua t ion ,  conducted a m i l i t a r y  v a l w  

a n a l y s i s  of t h e  in te r - rep laceable  n a t i o n a l  defense  a s s e t ,  

White Oak. 

In  a d d i t i o n  t o  this reqard,  in t h e  m i l i t a r y  va lue  

of white Oak's n a t i o n a l  defense a s s e t ,  t h e  second d e v i a t i o n  
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f r m  t h e  base c l o s u r e  c r i t e r i a  accrued by v i r t u e  of an  

incomplete a n a l y s i s  of t h e  c o s t  t o  c l o s e  t h e  base.  1'11 n a  

address  t h a t .  The White Oak COBRA shows the one W c o s t  t o  

c l o s e  of only $2.9 mi l l ion .  Borever, a s  I mentioned e a r l i e r ,  

this f i g u r e  inc ludes  no cos t .  whatsoever, f o r  t h e  wind tunnel  

nvc lear  weapon f a c i l i t y .  I t  a l s o  showed t h e  r e c u r r i n g  

savings of $6 n i l l l o n  p e r  year, and we'll s h o r  how t h i s  Is in 
f a c t ,  a v i t a l  f a c i l i t y .  

The responses t o  the m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  data c a l l  

es t imates  an o p t i m i s t i c  c o s t  of  $143 m i l l i o n  to r e p l i c a t e  t h e  

wind tunnel elsewhere -- no s i t e  given -- and $102 m i l l i o n  t o  

move it. I f  es t imat ion  agrees  with t h e  Chai- of  t h e  J o i n t  

Chief of S t a f f ,  t h a t  t h e  wind tunnel should  cont inue  in 

operation,  then e i t h e r  t h e  c o s t  to c l o s e  White Oak w i l l  

becone enormue i f  t h e  t-el r e p l i c a t e d  o r  moved, o r  t h e r e  

w i l l  be a continuing c o s t  to o p e r a t e  i t  a t  White Oak, i f  t h e  

tunnel remains there .  B i t h e r  way, t h e  c u r r e o t  COBRA n m b e r s  

j u s t  don't hold up. They a r e  woefully inadequate.  

For t h e  nuclear  weapons f a c i l i t y ,  data c a l l  has  

e s t h a t e d  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  t o  r e p l i c a t e  i t  o r  move it is a t  

l e a s t  37 t o  40 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  Clearly,  i t  is t o o  expensive 

t o  rove  t h e  c r i t i c a l  n a t i o n a l  defense a s s e t s  of  White Oak. 
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1 lot only rut they keep operating, but tbey must be kept a t  

2 White oak. And i f  this is done, then tbe projected recurring 

3 cos t  of $6 a i l l i o n  j u s t  w i l l  disappear. 

4 In  conclusion, the  rec-dation t o  c lose  White 

5 Oak deviated f m  the base c losure  in two ways: one, by 

6 f a i l i n g  t o  recognize a high mi l i t a ry  value of c r i t i c a l  

7 nat ional  defense a s se t s  and the  continued mission 

8 requirements f o r  than in today's new world order; two, by 

re lying on the  closing cos t s  t h a t  are unrea l i s t i ca l ly  low. 

In  fact ,  i f  one concedes t h a t  White oak must be 

re ta ined f o r  operation sorewhere e l se ,  the  cos t  t o  close w i l l  

skyrocket by almost $200 n i l l i o n .  We n w  turn t o  the YAVSlU 

rec-dations, which w i l l  be addressed by Mike Subin. 

(Applause. ) 

CBhIlr*DRI COX: Mr. Subin, 1'- sorry. Before you 

start again. i f  I could please  ask the people in the back of 

the  room t o  r e f ra in  f m  discussions i n  here. Perhaps you 

could take those outs ide i f  you do need discussion. I t ' s  

hard f o r  us to beax, and we a r e  very anxious to ge t  the 

20 infornat ion t h a t  is being offered. Thank you. 

21 nit. SmnN: Thank you. Good wrnLclg, C d s s l o w r  

22 Cox and lerbers of the  C d s s i o n .  I am Michael Subin. I am 
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1 moving LUVSKA t o  the  Navy Yard are f a r  tDo lw, perhaps by 

2 tens of mil l ions  of dol lars .  And tbe e s t h a t e  f o r  mite Oak 

3 a r e  f a r  too high with no indicat ion of any a t t e r p t  by ttre 

4 Navy t o  value engineer t h a t  e n t i r e  project .  

5 I would now l i k e  to regress  the  Navy Yard costa. 

6 As s t a t ed  e a r l i e r ,  the  Culvert analysis  e s t h a t e s  it w i l l  

7 cos t  $149 mil l ion in real tire wneys to move 4,200 employees 

8 to  the Navy Yard. There a r e  current ly  5,400 mUitary and 

c iv i l i an  eaployees located there. Planned re locat ions  f m  

BFIAC *93 not  being -1-ted by the  Navy would add another 

650 eaployees, with the  4,200 f o r  mVSm. That total cores 
t o  10,250. Even with sore  reorqapization, t h a t  total st i l l  

would put 10,000 employees a t  the Navy Yard. 

N w ,  why is t h a t  n-r important? m y  are we 

concentrating on that7  *ell, there are two fudaaeatal 

questions t h a t  re f e e l  lust be addressed here. The f h t  is, 
does the Navy Yard current ly  have the capaci ty  to a-te 

10,000 eaployees? Second, are the  IavySs current  cos t  

estimates f o r  moving t o  the Navy Yard accurate7 

20 With regard t o  capacity, any erpansion to the Navy 

21 Yard r u s t  c o ~ p l y  with the  yardSs wter plan which was 

22 approved by the National Capital Planning Corrlssion in 

-- - - 
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cha i r  of the  White oak Task Force. We a r e  a group of c ivic ,  

business, religious, and goverrnental orqanizations focused 

on maintaining the  operational v i a b i l i t y  of White Oak and 

looking forrard t o  housing mvsm there. 

I d d  f i r s t  l i k e  to add t o  Ilr. Tino's coments by 

s t a t i n g  t h a t  tbe  a s s e t s  he described a r e  nat ional  treasures, 

both the  wind -1 and the  nuclear e f f e c t s  f a c i l i t i e s .  I f  

we lose  those s c i e n t i f i c  capab i l i t i e s ,  w e  lose  a major piece 

of our indus t r i a l  base. And a s  you a r e  aware, industr ia l  

mobilization F. t i m e  of w a r  w i l l  never be ab le  to f i l l  this 

void in the. And given the  current  t e s t ing  moratoria in the 

air, sea. and water, we must r e t a i n  those treasures. 

As Ilr. Tino a l s o  s ta ted,  w h i l e  w e  believe the Navy 

deviated subs tan t i a l ly  frcm BRAC's c r i t e r i a  regarding the 

a s se t s  of W h i t e  oak, we a l s o  bel ieve t h a t  the  recumendation 

regarding NAVSlU's re locat ion deviated substant ia l ly  f r m  the 

base c losure  c r i t e r i a  in a t  l e a s t  two ways: f i r s t ,  because i t  

is based on a f au l ty  analysis  of YAVSm's relocation costs; 

second, because it f a i l s  t o  account f o r  the  f a c t  t ha t  the 

land and f a c i l i t i e s  a t  White Oak a r e  f a r  wre expandable than 

those a t  t he  Navy Yard. 

I m u l d  l i k e  t o  f i r s t  discuss what we consider to  

- -- 
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October 1990. That r a s t e r  plan makes it cleu, w e  uiit, the 

Navy Yard can accomwdate 10.00 persons. And it would do so 

by converting high bay indus t r i a l  buildings to o f f i ce  space. 

However, however. there  a r e  three very critical 

caveats t o  that .  The f i r s t  is t h a t  the Navy yard is a 

national h i s t o r i c  1-k. Consequently, all -vations 

and new constKuction r u s t  be consis tent  with the 

archi tectural  and h i s t o r i c  q u a l i t i e s  of the  ex i s t ing  

s t ructures .  

For example, ex te r io r  brick facades uut be 

renovated o r  made p a r t  of any n e w  construction. Design plans 

must be approved by the  National Capital Planaimg Collisslon, 

by the D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Kistoric Preservation o f f i ce r  and 

the Advisory Council on aistoric Presersation. It appears 

tha t  the Navy's cover t  cos t  es t imates  d i d  not  take m y  of 

t h a t  i n t o  account. 

And in response to questions from Maryland 

Congressional Delegation, the  Navy s t a t e d  t h a t  ita estimates 

fo r  renovating the  indus t r i a l  buildings a t  the yard vere  

based solely  on the s t a n k d  cover t  algori+br of 75 percent 

of new construction. That algorithm is an overal l  average 

and does not include any -- it doesn't include any of those 

be the most serious flaws i n  those n-rs and then conclude 

by showing h w  the land and f a c i l i t i e s  of White Oak a r e  f a r  

more desirous than the  Navy Y d .  

In its cu lve r t  analysis,  the Navy conceded that  i t  

w i l l  a c tua l ly  cos t  almost $2 a i l l i o n  more t o  re locate  NAVSM 

t o  the navy yard than t o  White oak. m e  one-time cos t  is  

show in back of me on these  graphics. 

I a l so  call your a t t en t ion  t o  the  MllCMl nmbers. 

me s ta t ed  cos t  t o  the  Navy Yard is  $16 million m r e  than 

White Oak. The cover t  then goes on t o  conclude t h a t  there is 

annual recurring savings of $9.4 million in the Navy Yard a s  

opposed t o  White Oak, which, the  Navy claims, more than 

o f f s e t s  the  one t ime  cos t  of the  move. 

Wow, the -unity, in  all candor, has had qui te  a 

b i t  of d i f f i c u l t y  ge t t ing  the  Navy t o  pinpoint sore  of the 

ass-tions on which t h e i r  conclusions a r e  based. However. 

we base c losely  reviewed all the data avai lable  and believe 

t h a t  t h e i r  nmbers  a r e  very wide. W e  a r e  convinced that  the 

Navy's current  n-rs a r e  so erroneous t h a t  they nei ther  

should nor could be used a s  a ju s t i f i ca t ion  t o  overturn the 

BRAC ' 93 r-dation t o  m v e  NAVSEA t o  Whi t e  Oak. 

Cqr analysis  indicates  tha t  the cos t  estimates fo r  
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1 above considerations. 

2 Now. we would sutait t o  you t h a t  there are 

3 numerous addi t ional  factors. all of which add to the costs.  

4 In addition t o  the  preservation of h i s t o r i c  qual i t ies ,  a 

5 second fac to r  present a t  the Navy Yard t h a t  is not no-y 

6 found with other  r ehab i l i t a t ion  p ro jec t s  is  t h a t  wst of the  

7 Navy Yard, including all f i v e  of tbe buildinqs s l a t ed  f o r  the 

8 relocation of NAVSM, l i e  within the  100-year flood plame of 

9 the Anacostia Mver. 

10 What does tha t  mean f o r  renovation projects7 Jus t  

11 one month ago the  National Capital Planning Copaission 

12 approved preliminary presemation plans f o r  building 33 a t  

13 the Navy Yard. me comission recommended t h a t  in the f i n a l  

14 plan the Navy use flood-proofinq techniques such as, and I 

15 quote, 'elevating e s sen t i a l  e q u i p e n t  and services  above the 

16 flood level and using durable floodproof Material in the 

17 interior. '  

18 Clearly, floodproofing w i l l  add to tbe renovation 

19 costs.  Yet again the  Navy does no t  appear t o  have considered 

20 those costs  o r  a t t r ibu ted  any of those to the move. 

21 m i r d  and f ina l ly ,  t he  master plan states t h a t  

22 cer ta in  improveaents should be made a t  the  Navy Yard in order 
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1 to proride a s a t i s f ac to ry  qua l i t y  of l i f e  f o r  the  10,000 

2 -lo-, and these considerations aren ' t  considerat ions  

a t  oar group has devised. These come s t r a i g h t  out  of the  

And they include the  following: conversion of 

~ ~ ' ~ ~ f r o m  o f f i c e  t o  retail space; providing addi t ional  

7 food services; providLnq recreat ional  and day ca re  

8 t r c i l i t i e s ;  adding a waterfront promenade with an 

9 q b i t b e a t e r  and providing new landscape throughout t he  yard. 

10 'Ibose d t i o n s  would cos t  tens  of mi l l ions  of do l l a r s ,  tens 

11 of a i l l i o n s  of do l l a r s  which would not  be needed a t  White 

U u. 
13 N o r ,  the  way we see  it. since NAVSBA would account 

I4 tor approximately 40 percent of t he  employees a t  the  Wavy 

15 Yard, i t  would be reasonable t o  a t t r i b u t e  40 percent of those 

16 -ti& cos t s  t o  HAVSM. Rowever, again, again, t he  NaT 

17 f a i l e d  to have added any of those costs ,  and they a r e  not  

18 r e f l ec t ed  in the  standard Culvert algorithm and would not  be 

19 rccessaq without t he  NAVSM locat ion.  

20 In sll, we believe the Culvert es t imates  f o r  the  

21 h v y  Y a r d  are ser iously  de f i c i en t  and t h a t  they overlook 

2 2  rdded cats re la ted t o  h i s t o r i c  preservation requirements, 
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much a s  $5 million. perhaps by more. We see nInerous o the r  

problems with recurring cos t s  conparisons and w i l l  be 

forrardinq then to  you. 

The bottom l ine ,  however, is t h a t  any recurr ing 

cost  advantages to  the  Navy Yard, and we are not  su re  t h a t  

any ex i s t  a t  a l l ,  would be so s n a l l  a s  t o  be i m a t e r i a l  and 

not outweigh the one-time cost.  

Finally, in addition t o  a f au l ty  c o s t  savinqs 

analysis,  we believe the  NAVSm recaaenda t ion  represents  a 

deviation from the  base closure c r i t e r i a  having t o  do with 

f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  potent ia l  receiving in s t a l l a t i ons .  W e  believe 

any f a i r  conparison would favor the  land and f a c i l i t i e s  a t  

White Oak even without the  cos t  conparison. 

Fi rs t .  White Oak cons i s t s  of over 730 ac res  with 

same 400 acres  avai lable  f o r  expansion. The Navy Yard, on 

the other hand, sits on about 70 acres, w u l d  be s t re tched to 

capacity by the  IIAVSEA move and could not accomodate any 

future  expansions. 

Second, White Oak has an exce l l en t  s ecu r i ty  buffer  

with f a c i l i t i e s  s e t  back from the  perimeter. The Navy Y a r d  

t h i s  year w i l l  have approximately 400,000 v i s i t o r s  due t o  t he  

museun, s m r  pageant. and other  t o u r i s t  a t t r ac t ions .  And 
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1 floodproofing mquirewnts. and qua l i t y  of l i f e  requirements, 

2 all of which w u l d  be repuired. 

3 The c a u n i t y  is preparing same c o s t  e s t h a t e s  f o r  

I * Wavy Y a r d  move with tbt help  of planninq and construction 

5 experts,  and we w i l l  be fiurdshiog these  t o  t he  C d s s i o n  

6 along with supporting data. W e  w i l l  a l s o  be furnishiog our 

7 -u regarding addi t ional  de f i c i enc ie s  and the  c o s t  

I -i=ns- 
1 9  Equally confusinq t o  us  a r e  t he  recurr ing c o s t  

1' .rparisons. Again. the  navy claims it w i l l  r e a l i z e  

ur- cos t s  savinqs of $9.1 mil l ion annually a t  t he  Navy 

!mr which would make up f o r  t he  White Oak one-time c o s t  

an-. The g n p b  before you dep ic t s  t he  -er in which 

i I 4  tlr rnmcr i rq  cos t s  were calcula ted.  As you can see, the  tw 

15 bry differences are in c i v i l i a n  s a l a r i e s  of $3.4 mil l ion 

16 W c h  tbey a t t r i b u t e  t o  White Oak and addi t ional  1 r lscel laceous  cos t s  of $6 million. 

18 The Navy says tha t  by moving t o  t he  yard, it can 

19 e l in ina t e  68 jobs. That is s o  because IIAVSM would be a 

120 tenant there r a the r  than a host  a c t i v i t y .  Therefore, so  

21 their r e a s o m  goes, HA- would no t  have t o  pe r fom those 

22 fpDctiols a t  the  Navy Y a r d .  That explanation is contained in 

i n  case anybody needs t o  be realnded, in 1984 t e r r o r i s t  with 

easy access t o  the Navy Yard blew up the  Off icers  Club. 

The f i n a l  point I would l i k e  t o  make is  t h a t  

qual i ty  of l i f e  factors  c l ea r ly  favor white Oak. There is 

convenient surface  parking, nearby shopping, and dining 

f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  p l en t i fu l .  The base i t s e l f  has a spacious 

ca fe t e r i a  and an a u d l t o r i u  t h a t  can hold 500 people f o r  

c l a s s i f i ed  br ief ings .  By contras t ,  none of t h a t  exists a t  

the Navy Yard and would have to  be added. 

In conclusion, our presentation has shorn t h a t  t he  

current r e c a e n d a t i o n s  on Whlte Oat and *AVSSA devia te  

substant ia l ly  froa the  base c losure  c r i t e r i a .  There i s  
overvhelning evidence t o  the  e f f e c t  t ha t  certain nat ional  

defense a s se t s  a t  Whlte Oak lust r d  operational.  

According t o  c e r t i f i e d  cos t  estimates, it is  too expensive t o  

move thes  elsewhere, and they must remain a t  White Oak. 

In its flood analysis.  t he  Navy f i r s t  concluded 

tha t  i t  was qoing t o  shut  down White Oak corple te ly .  I t  then 

had to, a s  a r e s u l t  of t ha t  flood analysis,  reverse  the  well- 

reasoned BRAC '92 rec-dation t o  move NAVSKA t o  White Oat. 

Our cornunity f i n r l y  and s incerely  bel ieves  t h a t  

the  Navy's cos t  analys is  does not  support a m v e  by IIAVSBA t o  

1 tbeir response to  questions fram Congress and is  contained i n  

I 2 pur brief ing book. 

m e  graphic depic ts  how the  Navy calcula ted those 

USCellaneOUS incurred cos t s  t o  White Oak. Please note, 

please mote t h a t  there  are $4.5 mil l ion included f o r  vhat  a r e  

ca l l ed  host costs .  W e  w u l d  sukal t  t o  you t h a t  t he re  a r e  tw 

p m b l w  With their n u b e r .  One of then appears t o  be a 

-1e charye f o r  t he  same function. 

I j u s t  mention tha t  t he  Wavy says i t  needs an 

aadi t ional  68 a- employees a t  White oak t o  perforn host  

a c t i v i t i e s .  Now, in addi t ion to the  $3.4 mil l ion f o r  t he  

lu l a r i e s ,  the  Navy is  tacking on another $4.5 mil l ion f o r  

bos t  cost  s a l a r i e s .  m a t  cos t  comes t o  $8 million. 

We could only conclude t h a t  this is  a double c o s t  

f o r  the same functions and bring those mat ters  t o  the  Navy's 

a t tent ion with the  expectation t h a t  t he  Culvert w i l l  be 

1 7  corrected. 

18 In addition, the  Navy says its recurr ing c o s t  f o r  
I 

*bite Oak a r e  based on an Apri l  1994 study by NAWAC, but 

*bite Oak cos t s  in tha t  study a r e  only about $2 million, 

the 3.4, not  the  4.5, not  t he  6.2. Our conclusion is  

'22 t h a t  the annual host  functions a r e  overs ta ted perhaps by a s  

page 
the Wavy Yard. What makes the  most sense is  t o  sus t a in  tbe  

eRAC '93 recotmendation. keep those proqrams operat ional  a t  

White Oak, and move NAVSBA there. That is the  r i g h t  decision 

then, and it is the  r i g h t  decision now. Thank you f o r  your 

a t t en t ion  and consideration. 

(Applause.) 

CIUIPJmWd COX: Thank you. W e  j u s t  have 11 

seconds l e f t  on White Oak. So I know you w i l l  be -- 
SENATOR SNmNlEs: madam chair mu^, let me do th i s .  

I give a n inute  t o  hlocan t o  ccae out  of n ine  and I give  two 

minutes t o  Congressran *ynn. I don't want Duncan and Subin 

t o  have a quarrel over not  being heard. 

CWIIPJmWd COX: Thank you, Senator. 

MR. DUNCAN: Senator Sarbanes, thank you very much. 

Menbers of the Corrrission, good w r i n g .  I want t o  touch on 

an issue re la ted t o  t he  NAVSBA garrisons, which is the  

enolmus increase of the  Wavy's estimates of t he  c o s t  t o  

prepare White Oak f o r  M S A .  In 1993 the  mi l i t a ry  

c o n s t ~ c t i o n  estimate fo r  work tha t  needed t o  be done there  

was ju s t  $34.6 million. Two years l a t e r  t he  Navy is t e l l i n g  

us i t  is going t o  cos t  $124.5 mil l ion t o  accomodate NAVSm 

a t  White Oak. 
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3 congressional deleqation asked the Navy t b a t  question. F i r s t  

4 the Navy sa id  that  the  BRAC estimutes were f o r  3,500 

5 eaployees and in '95 it's 4,100. 
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using t h a t  figure. that ' s  a 360 percent increase in 

2 the e s t i r a t e d  cost  of construction i n  j u s t  two years. Our I 
we vould respectful ly  suggest t h a t  the Navy appears 

7 to  be wrong on both counts. W e  w u l d  ask you to look a t  the  

8 f igures  there. Then they sa id  because of asbestos and other  I 

1 these points.  I a l so  want t o  especial ly  thank 

2 representatives from the White Oak -unity who, a s  you have 

3 seen, bring a g rea t  deal of en thus lam t o  this project .  

CWI- COX: Thank you very much, Congreseran I and eve"" f" White "k. 

(Applause.) 

SENAX+! SNlmmS: -dam cbaiman, I think we are 
9 renovations t h a t  would increase the  costs.  *e would again 

10 respectful ly  suqqest t h a t  you examine very c losely  the Navy's 

11 cos t  estimates f o r  AVSKA and sc ru t in i ze  thea very much. 

12 Thank you very much. 

13 CHAI- COX: Thank you very much. And we would 

17 required by s ta tute .  So i f  you wouldnrt mind 

(witness sworn. ) 

9 caring r i g h t  in  on the mark here. W e  have two a r e  

10 presentations. 15 minutes a l loca ted  to the AIly Publication 

11 Distribution Center and 10 minutes to Khbrough Bospital. 

12 And that  would, I think, bring us in on the  mark. 

13 Congressaan Bhrlich w i l l  speak a s  p a r t  of the  1 5 - d n u t e  

14 l i k e  t o  have any fu r the r  i n f o o a t i o n  that  you would l i k e  f o r  

15 the record. Ihamk you. Congressman wymm. I don't believe l 

16 have the honor of swearing you in ea r l i e r ,  and t h a t  is 

We think this underscores s m t h i n g  the C d s s i o n  1:: OU9ht t o  be l o o w  at.  and ,t is  in t e r se rv ice  tXJLS-wide 

14 presentation a t  the end. They bave. I think, a 12 to 13- 

15 minute presentation. And then be rill take a muple  of 

16 minutes t o  c lose  out. 
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have been described in some d e t a i l  have e s sen t i a l  s t r a t e g i c  

a i l i t a r y  value, t h a t  the  Navy's proposed walk-away s t ra teqy 

is not r e a l l y  viable. I think the wind tunnel. the nuclear 

weapons e f f e c t s  f a c i l i t y  a l l  a r e  e s sen t i a l  to our country's 

i n t e res t s .  

one of the  pieces of evidence t h a t  came forward was 

the  f a c t  t h a t  the re locat ion and re locat ion cos t s  a r e  

prohibi t ively  high. someone w i l l  have t o  s t e p  up t o  the  

p l a t e  and maintain these f a c i l i t i e s  in operational s ta tus .  

Moreover, the pmjected c o s t  savings from closing these 

f a c i l i t i e s  are essen t i a l ly  eliminated i f ,  in fact ,  you accept 

the p re r i se  t h a t  the  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  e s sen t i a l  t o  our national 

s-i ty. 

I believe in this context the  mil i tary 's  i n t e r e s t  

a re  bes t  served by susta ining the  BRAC '93 recornendation t o  

have the  Navy continue t o  serve a s  the host  f o r  these 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  these e s sen t i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  and move NAVSM t o  

White Oak ra ther  than the  Navy Yard. 

I'd l i k e  t o  make j u s t  three quick points.  F i r s t ,  

mi l i t a ry  construction a t  the Navy Yard is 16 a i l l i o n  more 

than a t  White Oak. Two, t h a t  the standard Culvert algorithm 

did not consider the  special  costs  associated with the Navy 

19 COWGRlLSSlRW Wm: Thank you, )ladam Chairnan and 

20 members of the  C d s s i o n .  I apprecia te  this opportunity t o  

21 say a few wrds on bebalf of the  White Oak f a c i l i t y .  I think 

22 it's abundantly c l e a r  t h i s  morning t h a t  the  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  

Yard which have been described in de ta i l ,  t he  h i s t o r i c  

preservation costs,  the  cos t s  f o r  floodproofing, and the 

costs  f o r  qual i ty  of l i f e  inproverents t b a t  would be 

e s sen t i a l  i f  re are t o  laintaFn the  standards t h a t  w e  have 

had in the past  with regard t o  our f a c i l i t i e s .  

There is also,  I think, a very s ign i f i can t  question 

tha t  I hope the C d s s i o n  w i l l  invest igate  with respect  t o  

the possible double charging of ce r t a in  expenses associated 

with the  f a c i l i t y .  

And f ina l ly ,  I guess, the  overreaching analysis  i s  

t ha t  the  White Oak f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  superior,  700 acres  with 

400 avai lable  f o r  expansion versus 70 acres, recreation 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  parking f a c i l i t i e s ,  above-ground parking 

f a c i l i t i e s  tha t  a r e  sui table ,  eat ing f a c i l i t i e s  a l l  already 

in  place coapared t o  the Navy Yard. 

so the two el-ts of the equation appear t o  cone 

down l i k e  this: one, we have t o  have these  f a c i l i t i e s ;  they 

a re  i n  our  country's best  in teres t ;  two, the  best  place t o  

locate  those f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  where they a r e  current ly  placed, 

a t  White Oak; and three, t h a t  White Oak would be a perfect  

s i tua t ion  t o  house the  ) a V S E A  f a c i l i t y .  

I urge the Comission's favorable consideration of 

19 consolidation in terms of savings. Ye think this is a 
20 c l a s s i c  example f o r  it. Kathy Kropp and B i l l  W e h a m  w i l l  

21 make the presentations. Kathy is responsible f o r  maintainlag 

22 the center's warehouse contxol s y s t m .  B i l l  W e h  is vice  

president of the APG local 1409. nicbael  Van a v e r  is with 

us, and Barry Weiss and Donald Lee Weiss, who a l so  are 
enployees of the center.  Xathy7 

CWIRYOIRY cox: mank you. Before w e  start, and I 

know there a r e  a number of people c-g i n  f r a  other states 

and tha t  perhaps a r e  not a s  in t e res t ed  in Maryland a s  w e  are, 
but we hope a s  you come in you w i l l  please keep the 

conversations down and not move around s o  t h a t  we ca. hear a s  

we 90 Uuouqh these presentations. I know you wuld want 

then t o  do the same f o r  you. 

Before w e  start, d id  I g e t  a chance to s w e ~  all of 

you all who w i l l  be t e s t i fy ing  in7 Okay. ?bank you. 

#IS. RROPP: )cadam Chai- and -rs of this 

C d s s i o n ,  I want t o  make su re  t h a t  my presentation t o  you 

is as  quick and painless a s  possible. 1.11 keep it both 

simple and short.  And you have in f r o n t  of you a packet with 

the d e a l s .  To make things easy. I'm going to let you knou 

what we want f r o r  you r i g h t  up f m n t .  

F i r s t ,  we want you t o  r emve  the U.S. Axmy 

Publication Distribution Center f r m  the BRAC list. Since 

the center  doesn't wet the threshold, the  Depar-nt of 

Defense can close the center  a t  any t k .  
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Second, we want this C d s s i o n  to direct that a 

joint  cross-service group conduct an independent study i n t o  

the f e a s i b i l i t y  of consolldatinq the  publications 

dis t r ibut ion mission throughout the  e n t i r e  Deparbent of 

Defense. We a r e  an opportunity to j u s t  waiting to happen. 

This C d s s i o n  can be the one t o  take advantage of this 

opportunity and i d t i a t e  a c ross  service  consolidation tha t  

w i l l  save hundreds of mil l ions  of do l l a r s .  

Our objective is not  to close  the  m y ' s  S t .  Louis 

center.  They a r e  our s i s t e r  center .  W e  are not looking to 

put them on the  list i n  our place. W e  j u s t  want to keep BIUC 

on tack with i ts  goals of c rea t ing  jointness. we bel ieve 

BRAC has the r i g h t  idea. Looking a t  cross-service and 

int raservice  opportunities is the best  way to streamline 

Department of Defense, maintain the  readiness of the  force, 

and s t i l l  save the taxpayers money. 

Consolidation i s  a good idea, but we shomldn't have 

tunnel vision. I t  is not enough t o  j u s t  consolidate within 

the b y .  To real ly  produce l a rqe  savings, a j o i n t  service  

consolidation is necessary. We need t o  look a t  the big  

pic ture  and evaluate a l l  of the  D e p a r w n t  of Defense 

dis t r ibut ion missions. Consolidation must not threaten 
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advantage of  t h e  j o i n t  c o s t  s e r v i c e  oppor tuni ty .  We can 

beqin by c o n s o l i d a t i n g  t h e  Air Force p u b l i c a t i o n s  a l ready in 

t h e  b u i l d l n q  with us.  Then you can direct t h a t  an 

independent s tudy  be c m p l e t e d  which examines t h e  

c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of a l l  p u b l i c a t i o n s  and f o n ~  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

c e n t e r s .  

The D e p a r m n t  of Defense w i l l  r e a l i z e  tremendous 

j o i n t  sav ings ,  and t h e  Arpy F u b l i c a t i o n s  Distribution Center 

in Middle River w i l l  be ready, able.  and wai t ing  t o  provide 

worldwide d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  p u b l i c a t i o n s  f o r  all of t h e  
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1 t h a t ' s  why we need t o  t a k e  advantage of  it. 

2 W e  need you to: one, take  t h e  O.S. Arpy 

3 P u b l i c a t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  Center  o f f  t h e  BRAC list; two, take  

Department of  Defense wi th  pr ide .  

(Applause. 1 
MR. Nl3I)a*: l a d i e s  and gentlemen, what you s e e  

before  you is  t h e  r e a l  d e a l .  We have n o  h i r e d  guns t o  caae  

o u t  and speak on s u b j e c t s  we know noth ing  about.  The people 

you s e e  back h e r e  a t  this s i q n  t h a t  says,  "we work together, '  

t h a t  s a y s  t h e  p b l i c a t l o n  c e n t e r .  W e  s u p p o r t  total q u a l i t y  

manageaemt. W e  have implemented i t  completely.  This  

d t t e e  shows it r i g h t  here .  
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1 plan, t h e  t h i r d  P, t o  use  e x i s t i n g  technology, t o  use  

2 e x i s t i n g  investment and t h e  s p a c e  to achieve  what you a r e  

3 about, consol ida t ion  in a c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  way t o  i n c r e a s e  

a i l i t a r y  preparedoess and to keep BRAC on t rack .  Thank you 

a l l  very. very  much. 

(Applause.) 

CHAlRYarnY COX: Thank you, Congressman and those  

of you from Ulddle River. Thank you. 

SENATOR SAREUmS: Hadam C h a i z a a ~ ~ ,  o u r  f i n a l  

presenta t ion  is addressed  to the Kbbrough Amy C o u n i t y  

n o s p i t a l  a t  F o r t  Mead. l l lrbrough has a n a t i o n a l  r e p u t a t i o n  

f o r  its c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and  special care. W e  think, 

agaln,  t h e r e  bas n o t  been adequate  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  g iven  to 

o m e r  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th in  t h e  D e p a r b e n t  of Defense + c t h g  

on F o r t  e a d e  that  are r e l e v a n t  to what is happening at  

Kiabrouqh. 

The f i n a l  p r e s e n t a t i o n  w i l l  be by COL Kent h s e r ,  

whose f i n a l  assignment was a t  F o r t  m a d e ,  where h e  served  a s  

g a l r i s o n  c-der from 1990 t o  1993, where h e  provided 

outs tanding  l e a d e r s h i p  in the d i v i s i o n  p l a n  f o r  F o r t  m a d e .  

Also, we have wi th  u s  GEM sill Hicher and COL Go- Black. 

who have been very a c t i v e  w i t h  t h e  F o r t  m a d e  Mvocacy . 

Paqe 

Cur turnover  r a t e  a t  t h e  c e n t e r  is one person every 

15 years.  T h a t r s  it. And t h a t  inc ludes  m i l i t a r y  dependents. 

That is t h e  only  reason  i t  is  t h a t  high. Ye work b e t t e r ,  we 

work f a s t e r ,  and, most importantly.  we work cheaper. and 

t h a t ' s  what this C d s s i o n  is about. We'd l i k e  t o  thank you 

f o r  t a t i n g  tbe the. And on behalf  of MU? 1409 and t h e  Arpy 

P u b l i c a t i o n  Center we'd l i k e  to s a y  thank you, and end i t  

with. and t h e  c e n t e r  s a i d ,  7lhoo-ha." 

(Applause. ) 

CfUIRYarnY COX: Thank you very  much. Congressman 

Ehr l ich ,  I d o n r t  b e l i e v e  I g o t  t h e  honor of swearing you in, 

i f  we c o u l d  do t h a t ,  i f  you would raise your r i g h t  hand. 

IWitness sworn.) 

CO*(;RBSSRII BIiRLICn: Thank you, Madam Chairnan. 

What you see b e r e  is t h e  r e a l  th ing .  My s t a f f  prepared a 

w r i t t e n  s ta tement  f o r  me, b u t  I thought I would j u s t  take  90 

seconds t o  speak t o  you from t h e  h e a r t .  I am here,  

obviously,  I r e p r e s e n t  t h e s e  f o l k s  i n  Middle River.  But I am 

a l s o  h e r e  because I b e l i e v e  what you have seen  is  a r e a l  

t h i n g  and c o n s t i t u t e s  a c a p e l l i n g  c a s e  n o t  t o  save  jobs  but  

t o  expand a mission f o r  a r e a l  f i n e  f a c i l i t y .  

I f  I may r a k e  j u s t  one of  my two minutes t o  t e l l  

Made  J o i n t  S e r v i c e s  Advocacy Group. T h i s  is our  

presenta t ion .  The impor tan t  p a r t  is down towards t h e  end. I 

w i l l  go through very  quickly  t h e  f i r s t  part u n l e s s  you have a 

question.  

Cur o b j e c t i v e  is  simple.  Maintain Kbbrouqh a s  an  

Arpy h o s p i t a l .  F o r t  m a d e  is a n  Amy f n s t a l l a t i o n .  It's g o t  

a g r e a t  j o i n t  mission,  j o i n t  services r i s s i o n .  And h o y ,  

Navy, Air Force, and Marines a r e  a t  F o r t  m a d e  in a very  
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complex resourc ing  environment a t  F o r t  m a d e  w i t h  57 t e n a n t s  

f r m  all t h e  s e r v i c e s .  

F o r t  m a d e  is c o n t i n u i n g  to gmw .s w e  speak. I n  

each of t h e  l a s t  three BRACs we've g o t t e n  a d d i t i o n a l  tenants. 

People of F o r t  Meade, t h e s e  are on your handouts, b u t  again,  

you can see t h e  j o i n t n e s s  of  m y ,  Navy, A i r  Force, and 

Marines. I t ' s  a l a r q e  p o s t  from t h e  popula t ion  s tawlpoin t .  

People support .  This is a F o r t  neade slide t h a t  

t a l k s  about  people t h a t  they  touch w i t h i n  25 miles o f  F o r t  

Weade. Aqain, a l l  s e r v i c e s ,  a lmost  -- last of  t h e  Wational 

Capi ta l  Region is i n  t h e  25 mi les ,  and they  use  s a e  p a r t  of 
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1 Council. And I w i l l  t u r n  it o v e r  to COL Hensex now. 

2 CHAIfuuwn~ ax: w e l c o m e .  

3 COL MENseR: Gcmd morning. I r e p r e s e n t  me F o r t  

Paqe 9 

you I had never heard  of  t h e  )(iddle River  f a c i l i t y ,  b u t  t h e  

day a f t e r  t h e  e l e c t i o n  t h e s e  f o l k s  c a l l e d  me -- I'm t a l k i n q  

about  t h e  day a f t e r  I was e l e c t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  Maryland's 

Second D i s t r i c t .  

They c a l l e d  m e  and sa id ,  "we want you down here.  

We want you t o  f i n d  o u t  what we a r e  about." And I went down 

there ,  and what I saw t h a t  day, and I 've  been through a few 

warehouses in my l i f e ,  was a f i r s t - r a t e  f a c i l i t y  manned by 

people who r e a l l y  knew what they  were doing  and had a l o t  of 

pr ide .  Think about  t h a t  turnover  r a t e ,  one every  15 years.  

I wish t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  had t h a t  s o r t  of  p r i d e  and turnover 

r a t e  in p r i v a t e  bus iness .  

What I saw t h a t  day and what my s t a f f  saw i n  t h e  

i n t e r l n  h a s  n o t  changed. What you s e e  is what you g e t  a t  

l l idd le  Rlver.  And when you begin your d e l i b e r a t i o n s ,  I would 

j u s t  a s k  and respec t fu l ly  r e q u e s t  you r-r t h e  t h r e e  Ps. 

The perto-ce. Yourve heard  about  t h e  awards. 

You know how good t h e s e  people  a r e  a t  what they  do. The 

second P I would l i k e  you t o  remember is p r i d e .  One every 15 

years .  That 's  a fami ly  up there .  And t h a t ' s  t h e  s o r t  of 

p r i d e  t h a t  this Comnisslon should  have a l o t  of p r i d e  in .  

And l a s t l y ,  I would l i k e  you t o  r e a l l y  focus on t h e  

paqe 
For t  M a d e  s e r v i c e s .  

The h o s p i t a l ,  -rough C o a u n i t y  n o s p i t a l .  This  

i s  what t a k e s  p l a c e  t h e r e  now in rerw of  primary care, in- 

p a t i e n t  care ,  and emergency room serwices. This  is t h e  

catchment a rea .  And t h a t ' s  an a r e a  w i t h i n  40 m i l e s  of  t h e  

h o s p i t a l  t h a t  does n o t  o v e r l a p  wi th  o t b e r  h o p p i t r l  catch.ent 

areas .  And t h e  personnel t h a t  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  ass iqned  to t h e  

h o s p i t a l ' s  c i v i l i a n ,  m i l i t a r y ,  and c o n t r a c t .  

I n  t h e  BRAC w e  have a r e c a a e n d a t i o n  b a s i c a l l y  t h e  

h o s p l t a l  reduce t o  a clipic. One t-ty-nine, and they  show 

203 in your handout, b u t  129 direct p o s i t i o n s  would l e a v e  

Kimbrouqh. And t h e  idea  would be t o  save  $50 m i l l i o n  over  a 

period of 20 years .  

The consequences of t h a t  a c t i o n  is l o s s  of t h e  

emerqency room, which is very  important,  t h e  l o s s  of in- 

p a t l e n t  care ,  mobi l iza t ion  beds, and l o s s  of the s u r g i c a l  

c l i n i c s .  Aqain, consequences a r e  increased  CllNwuS costs and 

increased p a t i e n t  c a r e  c o s t s .  And I'll t a l k  about  those  

l a t e r  i n  t h e  b r i e f .  

Talk about  one of  o u r  57 tenants ,  and it's t h e  

b lqqes t  one, National S e c u r i t y  Aqency. It's a major 24-hour- 

a-day opera t ion  with 24-hour-a-day expecta t ions  on t h e  
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dcaL. sad so  om, and, in fac t ,  our emergency room two 

ago was updated with a decontamination capab i l i t y  t o  

t theb requlreaents.  y In the  pas t  12 months 75 employees f r m  t h a t  

7 putinrlu tenant have had basic  emerqency t ranspor ta t ion t o  

3 oar energeacy r- and were t r ea t ed  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  things. 

3 A program, no t  a tenant on For t  made, but a 

.U program om Fort made  is the Exceptional Family Member 

)lay 4, 1995 ~ u l t i - P a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

I1 p-am wbere people with ppecial needs. family nenbers of 

'2 service  personnel. Amy, navy. Nr Force, and Marines, who 

, 
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I 1 -rt side, t o  include ledlcal. I t  even has l i g h t  

L r u f a c t p r i n g  associa ted with it working with d i f f e ren t  

13 hrc spedal needs cow t o  Fort Made, and we have the  

14 1-st ERw prograa i n  Ou). 778 famil ies  a r e  enroLled in 

I5 tlvt prograr. Amd between 200 and 300 famil ies  pa r t i c ipa t e  
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1 percent would be an addition t o  C-S; and 10 percent would 

2 do th i rd  party. which is  basical ly  insurance o r  pay t h e i r  own 

16 im wre nay but don't enroll f o r  t h e i r  own pa r t i cu l a r  

17 r-ns. 

I 8  You can see  the  breakdown with adul ts ,  chi ldren.  

19 Sixty-five percent, a s  it shows there, are chronic o r  

20 - a l l y  ill. O n e f i f t h  of our  housing on For t  made  is 

3 dcdiuted to the BRlP propraa families,  over 418 famil ies .  A 

22 post bnxres specia l  f m  the ERlP standpoint when it  has 

3 way kind of thing. 

4 Now, what does tha t  man?  Well, we know again f r m  

5 Amy d-ntation tha t  the  c o s t  per  pa t i en t  a t  W a l t e r  Reed 

6 is  39 percent higher than the  c o s t  per p a t i e n t  a t  IUmbrough. 

7 So when you f ac to r  t ha t  in, again f r m  Ansy figures, t ha t ' s  

8 an additional $3.3 mil l ion fo r  t h a t  66 percent t o  go t o  

9 Walter Reed. The additional 24 percent on C-S, again 

10 using m y  figures, is another $3.6 million. The t h i r d  par ty  

11 is a 700,000, and basical ly  t ha t ' s  money t h a t  w i l l  not  be 

12 spent by the Amy. 

13 When you s m  these up YOU ge t  an addi t ional  $6.2 

14 n i l l i o n  i n  order t o  execute this act ion of c los ing o r  

15 reducing the  hospital f r m  a hospi ta l  t o  a c l i n i c ,  $6.2 

16 million. When you subtract,  then, t ha t  $400,000 savings on 

17 personnel, you ge t  then a ne t  of $5.8 mil l ion a year in order 

18 to  execute t h i s  EU7AC action. 

19 Our conclusion. The evaluation c r i t e r i a  was not  

20 met. I can ' t  emphasize enough there  was no feedback f r m  any 

21 of the 57 -ders on the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  on this. And that ' s  

22 why the EFUP thing d id  not come up a t  the  highest  levels .  
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I a r d l a b i l i t y  of spec i a l  ca re  t o  t r e a t  t h a t  person, whether i t  

2 be a c h i l d o r  a n a d u l t  in t h a t  f d l y .  

3 C r i t i c a l  a l s o  once they a r e  i n  the  area  is the  

4 ava i l ab i l i t y  of an emergency roar and tha t ' s  what Kinbrouqh 

5 pcwrides. and then a l s o  military housing. What mi l i t a ry  

6 bmhq &es, these famil ies  are challenged from the  

7 l2bmcial standpoint, pa r t i cu l a r ly  in t h e  Washington, D.C., 

-3 -, tat 8 l s o  u i t h  t h e i r  special needs. and s o  put t ing them 

9 om the Luse i s  a help  to them f m  the  f inanc ia l  standpoint.  

Let's t a lk  abwt devia t ions  f r m  c r i t e r i a .  Let's 

with U t a q  values. IIlrber one, of course, is t h e  

t and future mission requirements and impact on 

orrl readiness. Ik don't know what t h a t  is. I don't 

:4 thirL u p n e  knous what t ha t  is  because this act ion was not  

:5 staffed v i th  the four  services  on Fort Made. The 57 

16 in t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  d i d  not  g e t  a chance t o  

17 a m t r i b o t e  t h e i r  cements. They d i d  not cone t o  For t  made  

1-3 f o r  s t a t f i ng .  

19 I(ober three, the a b i l i t y  t o  handle mobilization o r  

10 eqnnsiom on the  in s t a l l a t i on ,  force  development. Aqain, it 

11 ru not Staffed. So w e  don't know i f  it's a g r e a t  deal  o r  a 

22 bid deal o r  a ho r r ib l e  deal because there  wasn't input  from 
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Aqain, mobilization and contingency, we don't know 

the answers. We know tha t  the  a i s s ion  and people w i l l  

adversely su f f e r  a t  Fort Made. We jus t  don't know how much, 

because we ourselves d idn r t  s t a f f  i t  with 57 t o  ge t  t he  

feedback. But we know i t  w i l l  suffer .  And I demonstrated 

tha t  v i t h  NSA and the  E m .  

And, again, the  n e t  savings t h a t  they had hoped f o r  

by using Army f igures  j u s t  w i l l  s o t  take place. And I don't 

know what the  reason is. 

Our recanendation, s t r a igh t fo r r a rd ,  t h a t  re 

maintain Kimbrough a s  a hospi ta l ,  and i n  doing so  we can 
serve our people on the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  and all around the  

in s t a l l a t i on ,  serve our specia l  programs, and, surpr is ingly  

enough, save the govennent money. Any questions? 

CHAIR5?cuUl COX: Thank you very much. That was 

most helpful.  

(Applause. ) 

SEIIAm SAmANl3S: -dame C h a i m ,  I think re have 

a couple of minutes l e f t  on our time, and I 'd  l i k e  t o  j u s t  

make a concluding reaark, and then 1'11 yield .  I ' l l  take 

about a minute and yie ld  a minute t o  Senator Mikulski. 

F i r s t  of all, I want t o  say we a r e  very proud of 
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I tbc i n s t a l l a t i on  i t s e l f .  

2 A q r t a ,  deviat ion f m  c r i t e r i a ,  r e tu rn  on 

3 LRs6Utr this d i f f e r s  s l i g h t l y  f m  your l a s t  page in your 

4 Wet. AqaLa, they ta lked b u t  $50 mil l ion savings over a 

5 20-year pcriod. Most of t ha t  was due t o  a $3.5 mil l ion 

6 ?rrriags in c i v i l i a n  persomel  costs .  There's 129 t h a t  a r e  

7 be- transferred, 129 tha t  a r e  leaving For t  Made. 

8 In the Amy b a s h  study -ts it discusses  $12 

9 mi l l ion tha t  goes frum tbe Fort made  budqet t o  t he  Walter 

10 Reed budget t o  cover the  & m e  in perSOMel going t o  

11 Wter Reed. A part of Umt $12 mil l ion is  $3.1 r l l l i o n  f o r  

12 cirFliu personnel costs .  So 1 M saying here  $3.5 mil l ion 

I3 w w s  helped with +his $50 mil l ion 20-year savings. We 

I4 f- t ha t  in the  Amy docmentation t h a t  3.1 of t h a t  goes t o  

15 Walter Reed. So there is no 3.5 n e t  savings. There Is a 

I6 $400.000 ne t  savings f o r  the h y  on this. 

I7 Additionally in our group f indings  tbe  people who 

l* past year used the  in-pat ient  services  were pa r t  of an 

'y study. And they basical ly  determined t h a t  those people. 

'mat e r  than being a t  For t  Made o r  going t o  For t  made  

use the f a c i l i t y  is not going t o  be there  would go other  

22 places  in this way: 66 percent would go t o  Walter Reed; 24 
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our cornuni t ies  and the  presentation they have made here  

today. we think i t  has been a tough-rlnded analys is .  I 

think i t  has stuck t o  t he  c r i t e r i a  which the  C&ssion is  

required t o  use under the  law. And I think they have r a i sed  

a nlnber of p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o r  a l t e rna t ives  t h a t  a r e  ex-ly 

inportant fo r  the Col l lss ion t o  consider. 

F i r s t  of all, we think we've had some excel lent  

c o s t  analysis.  You j u s t  heard it, of course, r i g h t  here  with 

respect t o  the -rough Aospital, but it's w through the 

other  presentations a s  well. We think the  cos t  f igures  in 

many of these instances were f au l ty  and lacking. 

Secondly, we believe strongly t h a t  there  a r e  unique 

f a c i l i t i e s  here t ha t  a r e  simply being, a s  it e r e ,  walked 

away f r m  without consideration of what should be done with 

them. The Chai- of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  has spoken 

about the inportance of the  wind t-el a t  white Oak. And 

yet  they a r e  going t o  c lose  t h a t  f a c i l i t y .  And there  goes 

the wind tunnel. Now, sowone needs to  do t h a t  wind tunnel. 

I t  I s  very c l ea r .  

So what we need f r m  the  Col l lss ion is  a s o r t  of 

department-wide perspective and analys is .  we think tha t  this 

world-class s c i e n t i f i c  team a t  Annapolis ought not to be 

i 
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a p p l i e s  to s a e  of o u r  o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s  a s  wel l .  

Le t  me j u s t  c l o s e  w i t h  this observa t ion .  h we go 

t h o u g h  succeeding rounds of  EUIAC, t h e  d e c i s i o n s  g e t  tougher 

and touqber.  I 've beep through t h e s e  rounds, and I 

understand t h a t .  I th ink  what t h e  Conmission needs t o  br ing  

t o  t h e  p r o c e s s  is  more of an  i n t e r s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  in t e m s  

of sav ings .  The way t h e  process  works wi th in  t h e  Defense 

D e p a r m t ,  al tbouqh they  have a c ross-serv ice  t a s k  force ,  i t  

Base Realignment & Closure ~ u l t i - ~ a ~ e ~ ~  May 4,1995 

16 tends v e r y  much to b e  wi th in  each s e r v i c e .  

17  So a s e r v i c e  is taking  measures t o  try t o  g e t  s a a e  

18 c o s t  sav ings  which from a narrow p e r s p e c t i v e  l a y  -- may, and 

19  1 eophas ize  nay -- have s a w  l o g i c  t o  it. But i f  you broaden 

20 t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  to a department-wide view, it doesn' t  sake 

Page 109 

1 destroyed. I man.  they  a r e  t h e  c l e a r  p a t e n t  winners wi th in  

2 t h e  s e r v i c e .  And we thin)r it needs t o  be helped toge ther .  

3 P o r t  R i t c h i e  bas a s i t e  R, t h e  unique f a c i l i t y  

4 which t h e  C r m i s s i o n e r  v i s i t e d  when he  was there .  W e  th ink  

5 thereSs a l o t  of oppor tuni ty  LR f o r  the C d s s i o n  t o  

6 achieve  d e p a r w t l i d e  savings.  That was dramat ica l ly  

7 i l l u s t r a t e d  with t h e  P u b l i c a t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  Center.  But it 

21 sense.  

22 There a r e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  And t h e  people who 
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1 Pennsylvania group of  f a c i l i t i e s  and are v e r y  p leased  t o  s e e  

2 here  t h a t  we have Governor Ridge, Senator  Specter  and Senator  

3 Santonn8. I'm p l e a s e d  t h a t  you are able to j o i n  us today and 

4 am looking f o m a r d  to hear ing  from you all. 

5 So l e t  me t u r n  it o v e r  t o  you. 

6 GOVSRYOR RIDGE: Good morning. 

7 CWmUm?.N COX: Ob, Ism sor ry .  You're a b s o l u t e l y  

r i g h t .  1 f o r g o t  t h a t  we a r e  r e q u i r e d  to swear you in, under 

t h e  s t a t u t e .  So i f  you wouldn't mind r i s i n g  and r a i s i n g  your 

r i g h t  hands. 

GOVgRWOR RIDGE: You want all of  us, Hadame 

Chairman7 

C ~ n b m w l  cox: Yes. I f  re could  j u s t  do  

everybody a t  once, we wFU n o t  have anybody who is going to 

t e s t i f y  o r  who might answer q u e s t i o n s  -- i f  you would go 

16 ahead and be sworn in a t  this poin t .  

17 (wi tnesses  sworn. ) 

18 CHNrOlCIQU COY: Thank you v e r y  ruth. 6 n v e r w r 7  

19  GavBRwoR RIDGE: Thank you. Good w r n i n g ,  Chai r  

20 Cox, distLngufshed meabers of  t h e  Base Closure  M s s i o n .  

21 On behalf  of Senator  Specter,  Senator  S a n t o n n  and the 12 

22 m i l l i o n  c i t i z e n s  of  t h e  Cornonwealth of  Pennsylvania, I am 
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have come h e r e  today have each presented  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

which r e s u l t  F. c o s t  savings.  They a r e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  a t  s t a k e .  So we urge  t h e  C d s s i o n  

t o  c a r e f u l l y  examine -- we, of course,  w i l l  s t a y  in touch 

wi th  you and br ing  you f u r t h e r  information and a n a l y s i s  a s  

t h e  process  goes fornard .  

C- COX: Thank you, Senator.  

SgRrOR MmnSKI: 011 behal f  of  t h e  Maryland 

d e l e g a t i o n  and all of  t h e  people of W y l a n d  who t e s t i f i e d  

today and who a r e  r e p r e s e n t e d  a t  t h i s  hearing,  we thank the 

C a m i s s i o n  f o r  their v e r y  c a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  testimony. 

t h e  c o u r t e s i e s  given. 

I would j u s t  l i k e  t o  sum up by saying  this. There 

is  a book now t h a t  h a s  won a P u l i t z e r  P r i z e  c a l l e d  "Yo 

o r d i n a r y  Time: It's about  t h e  Roosevelts b u t  more about  

America d u r i n g  M r l d  W a r  h o  and this extraordinary e f f o r t  

t h a t  was done t o  organize  and mobi l ize  t h e  United S t a t e s  of 

America t o  m e e t  t h e  t e s t  in world W a r  Two. 

That concept of 'no ordLDary time' can  be appl ied  

t o  t h e  legacy  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  this room. These 

a r e  no ord inary  f a c i l i t i e s .  This is no ord inary  work force .  

We know t h a t  you w i l l  n o t  l a k e  any ord inary  dec is ion .  You 
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honored t o  open Pennsylvania's p o r t i o n  of todayWs t e s t h o n y .  

A s  a fonmer Congressnan, I'm a c u t e l y  aware of  

Federal  budgetary c o n s t r a i n t s .  A s  a fo-r i n f a n t r y  s o l d i e r  

who fought i n  Vietnam, I a l s o  unders tand  t h e  consequr?llces t o  

a na t ion  t h a t  c o n p r d s e s  i ts  m i l i t d q  readiness .  Ye mast 

never conpromise o u r  c a p a c i t y  t o  respond t o  aoy t h r e a t  to o u r  

n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y .  

The cha l lenge  is  to balance  o u r  na t ion ' s  m i l i t a r y  

n i g h t  wi th  o u r  na t ion ' s  f i s c a l  i n t e g r i t y .  ~ y l v ~ a  

suppor ts  t h e  BRAC Conmission. I t  is  a necessary process.  

Ewt in Pennsylvania, i t  hasn ' t  been e a s y  o r  without e n o ~ u s  

c o s t .  I n  t h e  name of Pennsylvania 's  cornpoities t h a t  have 

p a i d  s o  d e a r l y  and in t h e  i n t e r e s t  of a s t r o n g  n a t i o n a l  

defense,  we ask you t o  s c r u t i n i z e  more -fully than  ever,  

sore c a r e f u l l y  than  ewer before ,  tbe recoDleadat ioM 

e f f e c t i n g  Pennsylvania jobs and f a c i l i t i e s .  

A s  Pennsylvanlans we are proud to have served  and 

t o  have c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  our  count ry  in t h e  of uar and in 

peace. We have always accepted  o u r  responsibilities and made 

t h e  necessary s a c r i f i c e s .  But l a d i e s  and  qentlerea, we 

b e l i e v e  t h i s  l a s t  round i s  f lawed in its a n a l y s i s  F. value  

and worth and unequai, and soae  l i g h t  arque. u n f a i r  in its 
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a r e  no ord inary  Base Clos ing  Ccmmission. And we a r e  counting 

on you. Thank you very  w c h .  

(Applause. ) 

C m I ~  COX: Thank you very  much, Senator .  L e t  

ae thank all of t h e  f o l k s  who were h e r e  from Maryland. The 

p r e s e n t a t i o n s  were very  h e l p f u l  and informat ive  and w i l l  be 

most u s e f u l  t o  u s  a s  we go  through o u r  process,  and a l s o  t o  

thank t h e  very d i s t l n q u i s h e d  group of o f f i c i a l s  from t h e  

S t a t e  of Maryland who have a b l y  represented  t h e i r  s t a t e  a s  

always. n a n k  you. 

How we w i l l  f i n i s h  wi th  t h e  S t a t e  of  Maryland a t  

t h a t  p o i n t ,  and we w i l l  begin testimony f r m  t h e  S t a t e  of 

Pennsylvania. M d  I would l i k e  t o  g e t  s t a r t e d  with t h a t  

r i g h t  away. 

I r e a l i z e  t h a t  people f r m  W r y l a n d  l a y  be leaving  

t h e  room and f o l k s  f r m  F-ennsylvania cooing in. I would hope 

you would do t h a t  a s  q u i c k l y  and a s  q u i e t l y  a s  p o s s i b l e  s o  

t h a t  we can s t a y  on schedule  and g i v e  everybody p l e n t y  of 

tiw a s  scheduled. So i f  we could  move t h e  Pennsylvania 

group up  bere .  

(A b r i e f  r e c e s s  was taken. I 
We a r e  ready t o  begin t h e  s e s s i o n  s t a r t i n g  t h e  

endure a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  s h a r e  of t h e  cost. To date, 13,000 

of m s y l v a n i a ' s  defense r e l a t e d  jobs  have been e l iminated  

a s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  BRAC process.  I f  t h e  1995 r-dations 

a r e  enacted,  t h i s  i n e q u i t y  w i l l  grow. 

Pennsylvania w i l l  have a c u u l a t i v e  n e t  h p a c t  of  

almost 17,000 jobs  l o s t ,  l eaving  u s  second only  to C a l i f o r n i a  

i n  n e t  jobs l o s t  through t h e  BRAC process .  This  burden is 
even g r e a t e r  when we l m k  a t  t h e  propor t ion  of jobs l o s t  a s  

conpared t o  t h e  t o t a l  number of defense  personnel employed in 

our s t a t e .  

111 

15 I f  t h i s  is  t h e  s tandard  of measure, ve've k e n  hit 

16 even harder  than C a l i f o r n i a .  We s t a r t e d  in Pennsylvania with 

17 s u b s t a n t i a l l y  fewer jobs. and we have g iven  up s u b s t s p t i a l l y  
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1 share  of t h e  burden. 

2 J u s t  t a k e  a -nt t o  examine BRAC's 

3 r e c a n e n d a t i o n s  in .88, '91, and '93. Despi te  Pennsylvania 's  

4 s t r a t e g i c  l o c a t i o n  and m i l i t a r y  mer i t s ,  we have beem asked t o  

18 more. These numbers don't  j u s t  r e f l e c t  o u r  dlitaq 

19 personnel,  we a r e  t a l k i n g  about  thousands of c i v i l i a n s .  t h e  

20 engineers,  t h e  maintenance technic ians ,  r e p a i r  personnel,  and 

21 support  s t a f f  who have dedica ted  t h e i r  l i v e s  and t h e i r  

22 c a r e e r s  t o  our  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  i n t e r e s t .  

I I J 
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2 c t r i l i a n  jobs, and t h a t  n tuber  is  expected  t o  grow t o  almost 

M a y  4, 1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

000 i f  t b e  '95 r e c a a e n d a t i o n s  a r e  accepted.  Cur s t a t e  

r mere 2.3 percent  of our  country's  defense  r e l a t e d  jobs. 

-st 13  percent  of , to, c u t s  in c i v i l i a n  jobs  w i l l  
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I ~emmsylvania t o  d a t e  b a s  l o s t  in excess  of 10.000 

6 b. t o a d  in Pennsylvania. 

I ¶Be conclusion is  c l e a r .  Pennsylvania has  p a i d  
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1 importance and very important impact on our  s t a t e .  Thank 

B -11 i n  corpr r i son  t o  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  Faced with t h i s  four th  

9 .ad f inal  round of c losures ,  a s  Governor of t h e  C-nwealth, 

10 I u k  you with a l l  t h e  s i n c e r i t y .  f irmness,  and advocacy 1 

11 cu r p r t e r .  p lease  l i s t e n  carefully t o  t h e  testimony of our  

12 -ties. 

13 Bear of t h e  inva luable  r o l e  t h a t  Pennsylvania 's  

I4 bases play in our n a t i o n a l  defense.  mamine  t h e  l c q i c  of  t h e  

15 o g s r m e n t ' s  r-dations. Question t h e  data t h a t ,  i n  

I6  ly W s ,  is flawed. Consider t h e  inequitable conseqnences 

17 t a  Pe-ylvania of nonimplaeented d i r e c t i v e s  of p r i o r  BRAC 

18 C d s s i o n s ,  and f i n a l l y ,  ask  do  t h e s e  recornendat ions  s e r v e  

19 our country n o t  only  in times o f  peace b u t  w i l l  t h e s e  

2 0  -tiom s e r v e  o u r  count ry  in times of  c o n f l i c t  a s  

'21  ell. 

22 I uoald l i k e  to t u r n  to my f r i e n d ,  s e n a t o r  Specter,  

2 you. 

3 c ~ ~ l ~ w a a ~  cox: rhank you, senator. 

4 SENATOR -UM: Th& YOU. Wbat l'd f i r s t  l i k e  

5 t o  do is I 'd l i k e  to thank t h e  C d s s i o n e r s  and t h e i r  s t a f f .  

6 F r m  the  process of going through t h e  h e a r i n g s  on your 

7 n d n a t i o n s  and approvals t o  throuqbout the course  of this 
0 BRAC, t h e  c a r r i s s i o n e r s ,  and I t h i n k  t h e  p b l i c  needs t o  

9 know, they have been a c c e s s i b l e .  

10 The s t a f f  h a s  been cooperative.  The i n f o m a t i o n  

11 has been shared and I want t o  c-nd you f o r  t h e  job  you're 

12 doing. It i s  a very d i f f i c u l t  job  under v e r y  s t r e s s f u l  

1 3  circunstances,  and I can only  s a y  t h a t  -- a t  l e a s t  f r c a  our  

14 perspec t ive  -- you earn  very high marks. 

15 What I 'd  l i k e  t o  focus  my testimony on is t h e  

1 6  mistakes t h a t  were made r e l a t i v e  t o  each of t h e  bases  t h a t  

17 a r e  t h e  l i s t  f r m  Ewmsylvania. Because of  t h e s e  mistakes,  

18 t h e  list t h a t  t h e  Department of Defense s e n t  you wi th  r e s p e c t  

19  t o  Pennsylvania w i l l  n o t  m a i n t a i n  t h e  b e s t  m i l i t a r y  readiness  

20 and w i l l  n o t  achieve t h e  c o s t  sav ings  t h a t  re should  g e t  o u t  

21 of t h i s  BRAC process.  

22 The f i r s t  s i t u a t i o n  I ' d  l i k e  t o  t a l k  about  is  
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I 1 .ao r o a l d  address  Pennsylvania 's  v a l u e  a s  a hone f o r  m i l i t a r y  

2 lmses. senator?  

3 S W T O R  S-: Thank you, Governor Ridge and 

4 - Cbrlrraa and members of the C c s r i s s i o n  and 

5 dt.tl.qolsbcd group o f  concerned Pemmsylvanians throughout 

6 chL, ~.o- Wl. It is  a l i t t l e  bard  in t h e  course  of 1 7 fu mimutes to adequately state t h e  Y p c t  on a i l i t d r y  

8 prepl rcdocrs  and j o b  l o s s e s .  I Iht in t h e  1 4  years-plus in the United S t a t e s  

1 ute. s e r r i n q  on tbe Appropr ia t ions  C d t t e e  and t h e  

-ttee, arul with  s u b s t a n t i a l  exper ience  on t h e  

of rbat is v a l u a b l e  f o r  t h e  na t ion ,  we w i l l  b e  -Ling 

n o u s  irp.ct on preparedness i f  t h e s e  Pennsylvania base 

14 d-s are p u t  through. 

Letterkenny i s  i l l u s t r a t i v e  of t h e  va luable  

16 U t u y  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  of I n d i a n t o m  Gap and t h e  P i t t sburgh  

17 l a n e  unit and those in Phi lade lphia  and elsewhere on 
115 
j 18 c o l t r l b u t i o n .  I t  is vesy, very impor tan t  f r m  a n a t i o n a l  

, 1 9  =i ty  p o i n t  of view, and t h e r e  is a v e r y  important a s p e c t  

! 20 or f a l r w s s  on j o b  l o s s .  

I 21 
I t  is j u s t  tundamemtally u n f a i r  to have a s t a t e  

122 wi th  a l i t t l e  over  2 percent of  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  m i l i t a r y  take  a 
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Letterkenny. The mis take  t h e r e  is very  simple.  The 

Department of Defense cont inues  t o  ignore  t h e  r-dations 

of this BRAC Conrission f r o a  1993 and t h e  s t a t e d  p l l p o s e  of 

t ry ing  t o  do more i n t e r s e r v i c i n g  and t o  do j o i n t  t e a r i n g  

arrangements. 

Letterkenny is a success  s t o r y .  m i l e  most bases  

are a t  about 5 t o  10 p e r c e n t  i n t e r s e m i c i n g ,  Letterkeany bas 

a l ready achieved 50 percent i n t e r s e r v i c i n g .  They have an 

innovative model of  t h e  j o i n t  teaming arraageaent wi th  t h e  

United Defense on t h e  Paladin,  which you w F U  b e a r  trca. So 

I don't th ink  we should punish success,  aa o b j e c t  t h a t ' s  

c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  with this BRAC Comxission of  doing lore 
i n t e r s e m i c i n g .  

Second, I 'd  l i k e  to t a l k  about  the mis takes  on 

Indiantown Gap, F o r t  Indiantown Gap. New d a t a  w i l l  b e  

presented  t o  you today which w i l l  d r a m a t i c a l l y  alter t h e  

m i l i t a r y  value of t h e  Gap and we w i l l  a l s o  have t e s t l w n y  

which -- and by t h e  way. t h a t  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  w i l l  p l a c e  them, 

i n s t e a d  of n i n t h  on t h e  list o t  bases  in their ca tegory  all 

t h e  way up t o  t h i r d ,  and a l s o  t h e  c o s t  sav ings  a t  t h e  Gap 

were d r a a a t i c a l l y  o v e r s t a t e d  by t h e  Anmy amd w e  w i l l  p r e s e n t  

evidence to show t h a t .  
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1 bit o t  1 3  percent,  and Cbat is a l e g i t i m a t e  f a c t o r  t o  be 

2 -rDed. 

3 What is d i f f e r e n t  about  1995 f r c a  19937 It's t h a t  

4 r cor to t h i s  muad of  bearings a l r e a d y  having s u f f e r e d  

5 era-17. And i f  I may be j u s t  a l i t t l e  b lunt ,  I th ink  t h e  

6 D c p r r W t  of Defense and t h e  Base Closing C d s s i o n  o r e s  

1 7 R l a a y l v a n i a  a L i t t l e  f m  what happened on t h e  Phi lade lphia  

8 W Yard last year.  m e n  we a m e d  b e f o r e  this , 9 C P I a s i o n ,  t h e r e  was a n  expecta t ion  t h a t  we would have am 

10 ~ r t d t y  to p r e s e n t  in c o u r t  t h e  ev idence  of  f r a u d  which 

11 lead t o  t h e  l o s s  of thousands of jobs,  n o t  only  in 

12 W a d e l p h i a .  b u t  u p r e a d n q  a c r o s s  t h e  s t a t e .  

13 And f o r  technical reasons,  the Supreme Court of t h e  

14 Wted S t a t e s  -- and we took i t  all t h e  way t o  t h e  Supreee 

I 15 c;cnrt -- s a i d  t h e r e  was no j u r i s d i c t i o n  on technical grounds, 
16 r, w e  can never p r e s e n t  t h e  ev idence  of f r a u d  and Wavy 

111 core-t, and t h a t  cost ~ e n n s y l v a n i a  thousands of  jobs.  

l 8  So I don't th ink  it is  too b l u n t  o r  too  forward t o  say  
? Pepllsylvania is  owed a l i t t l e .  and 1 hope t h a t  you w i l l  

mlE 
u s  t h a t  cons idera t ion ,  both  in terms of n a t i o n a l  defense  

preparedness and a l s o  of t h e  jobs.  

22 This assembly h e r e  is a s t a r k  tes tament  t o  t h e  
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With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  911th o u t  o f  t h e  Grea ter  

P i t t sburgh  N r p o r t ,  this is a c l e a r  mis take  t h a t  the Nr 

Force has a l ready r c h i t t e d .  t h a t  they  i n p u t  +be wrong da ta ,  

n o t  j u s t  on this base b u t  on a couple o t b e r  bases.  They used 

t h e  same d a t a  f o r  three d i f f e r e n t  bases.  With t h e  new d a t a  

running, they go f r m  t h e  most c o s t  -- h i q b e s t  c o s t  opera t ing  

base t o  t h e  lowest c o s t  o p e r a t i n g  base f o r  a c i v i l i a n  

a i r f i e l d .  

So t h i s  is a c l e a r  mis take  t h a t  the Department of  

t h e  Nr Force and t h e  f o l k s  a t  t h e  Nr Force have a B i t t e d  

t h a t  is wrong, and I'm hopeful t h a t  t h e  eRAC c a a r l s s i o n e r s  

w i l l  -- t h e  numbers t h a t  they  crunch w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  t h a t  is 

a l s o  t h e  case .  

With r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  Charles B. Kel ly  Support  

Center, i t  shouldn' t  be here .  Charles B. Kel ly  Support  

Center is 209 jobs, t h a t  doesn' t  q u a l i f y  f o r  t h e  BRAC process  

and shouldn' t  be on t h e  list. and shouldn ' t  b e  cons idered  by 

t h i s  BRAC. I t  should be done in t h e  course  of  t h a t  

i n t e r n a l l y  handled by t h e  Department of t h e  Amy. 

W i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  Defense industrial Support  

Center i n  t h e  c i t y  of Phi lade lphia ,  you heard  Senator  

Specter,  you' l l  hear Mayor Rendell t a l k  about  what's happened 

L I I 
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to the c i t y  of Philadelphia in this process. m a t  I w i l l  say 

is t h a t  whatrs l e f t  in Philadelphia is no t  excess capacity. 

DISC is doing a -dous job and what was not  factored in  

the  mistake is t h a t  t h e  Department of Defense d id  not  f ac to r  

in the  c o s t  to love  the weapons systems support it- f r m  

DISC, which is  an $80 mil l ion cost ,  which w i l l  prove t h a t  

this move is not  a cos t - e f f ec t ive  move. 

The Naval Aviation Kngineering Service  Unit and the 

Naval Air Technical Service  F a c i l i t i e s ,  both w i l l  present 

testimony to you today t o  sbow you t h a t  c losure  is not  t he  

bes t  scheme there, t h a t  they w i l l  be ab le  to downsize. We'll 

present a plan to you t o  downsize, which w i l l  be more cost- 

e f f ec t ive  and w i l l  no t  ca rpma i se  a t  all mi l i t a ry  readiness, 

which is  obviously a very important goal.  

Finally, I j u s t  want to t a l k  about t he  Naval 

Surface Warfare Center i n  Philadelphia. I know tha t ' s  not  

scheduled f o r  closure, it's scheduled f o r  an add, and I want 

t o  say t h a t  that is a very appropr ia te  add, t h a t  this is  a 

f a c i l i t y  t h a t  can take  lore capabi l i ty .  t h a t  t he  HIICO* 

do l l a r s  there  rre m i n i m a l  and it is a very appropriate place 

t o  sh ip  t h a t  mission. Thank you. 

C- COr: Thank you very much, both f o r  your 

through a Department of Defense study, Letterkenmy was 

se lected from 20 candidates a s  t he  site f o r  tactical miss i le  

consolidation. This plan e f f ec t ive ly  eliminated 12 sites. In  

October of 1992 due to a separate  non-BIUC action, u 

injunction was f i l e d  to s top  the consolidation by preventinq 

Anniston's d s s i l e s  f r a  consol idat ing a t  Letterkenny. 

This was the f i r s t  challenqe to the b c t i d  

miss i l e  consolidation. DOD overs ta ted the  th rea t s  to 

consolidation f r m  the  Anniston in junct ion and questioned 

n e r o u s  other  movements i n t o  Letterkenmy. This was our 

second challenge. In  1993, the Deparbent  of Defense 

conpletely reversed its 1990 pos i t i on  and r- tbe 

closure  of Letterkenny, completely scrapping the  

consolidation of t a c t i c a l  dssiles. nowever, a good idea in 

1990 still m d e  sense in 1993, and in this cu r ren t  

downsizing, makes even l o r e  sense  in 1995. 

The 1993 Comission r-nded t h e  consolidation 

of 21 t a c t i d  mi s s i l e  systems and the e f f i c i e n t  e l i r l . a t i o m  

of 12 dupl icate  sites. Letterkenmy is the  leader  in 

interservic ing and while o the r  i n s t d l a t i o n s  t a l k  h u t  

successful in terservic ing,  a t  less than 10 pe-t of t h e i r  

work load, t he  Letterkenny consolidation w i l l  have the  depots 
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t e s t i w n y  and your h i t t i n g  the  tire exact ly  on. 

(Applause.) 

CI3NPMSI.W COX: We're now ready to move on t o  the 

presentation f o r  Letterkenny. I see there  are a nlnber of 

people here  f m  Letterkenny. Welcope. 

(Applause. ) 

CRAXRIUUAN COX: CongreslsaD Shuster,  I believe you 

w i l l  be moderating and leading the  debate here. 

CDIGMSSmN SWSIBR: Thank you very much, Madame 

maiman. 

we apprecia te  t he  opportunity t o  appear before you 

today. With re are Mr. David Xiaaanaa f rop  the  Greater 

Chambersburg Chaaber of Commerce, Mr. John Redding, a f o w r  

Department of Defense employee, Mr. Bob Estep, a Letterkenny 

union representa t ive ,  and Mr. Dave Goo&aan, chief of the  

Elect ronic  Missile Shop. 

h o  of t he  fundamental pr inc ip l e s  t h a t  should be 

the  wave of the  fu tu re  f o r  DOD to follow in acco~p l i sh ing  the  

necessary downsizing of defense are in terservic ing.  o r  

consolidation, and teaming publ ic /pr ivate  partnerships. 

Letterkenny represents  g rea t  success stories in  

both in terservic ing and teaming. Despite t he  f a c t  t h a t  
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everyone a t  Defense f rop t h e  Sec re t a r i e s  of Defense t o  t he  

maiman of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  have ta lked about the  

importance of in terservic ing,  it never would have happened 

because of i n t e r se rv i ce  res is tance,  but  f o r  t he  BRAC 

C d s s i o n  in 1993 d i r ec t ing  t h a t  it be done with the  

miss i les  a t  Letterkenny. 

And. astonishingly. fo rge t t i ng  Letterkenny f o r  a 

-t, there  are no new in t e r se rv i c inq  i n i t i a t i v e s  f o r  

depots i n  DOD's BRAC 1995 recommendations. There's c l e a r  

evidence t o  sbow t h a t  t he  in terservic inq of miss i les  a t  

Letterkenny i s  a g rea t  success s tory ,  thanks t o  BRAC's 

d i r ec t ive  and tha t  i n t e r se rv i c inq  of mi s s i l e s  a t  Letterkenny 

should not  only be continued but  expanded and s t reanl ined t o  

a one-stop shop. 

And there  is c l e a r  evidence t o  show tha t  COD'S 

recamendations t o  k i l l  t he  in terservic inq of miss i les  a t  

Letterkenny is based on fundamentally flawed analys is .  

Teaming is  the  second important wave of t he  future, and here, 

too, the  Letterkenny-United Defense teaminq on the  Paladin 

program is a g rea t  success s t o r y  and should be continued an 

expanded. 

F i r s t ,  t he  background on in terservic inq.  In 1990, 
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doing over 50 percent of its work on mD systems. 

Here you see  an example of the 13 systems t h a t  
I I 

already have been t r ans i t i oned  and are being worked a t  

Letterkenny. Since 1993, t he  m y  has spent  $26 mil l ion in 

BRAC funds implementing this decision. Kxpensive and 

sens i t i ve  equifaent has beem re located to Letterkenay to 
support the  consolidation. I t ' s  in place. it's up, and i t r s  I 

working. i 
To support the  consolidation and in an t i c ipa t ion  of 

systexw to t ransi t ion,  Letterkenny has brought on the  f i n e s t  

MO exper ts  i n  t a c t i c a l  mi s s i l e  mainten-, exper ts  t h a t  

moved from such f a r  away places  a s  Alabama and California. 

And here are fu r the r  examples of t he  state of the  

a r t  f a c i l i t i e s  modernized t o  support t h e  new purple mission 

a t  l a t t e rkemy .  

This next s l i d e  is a slmary of the  taxpayers' 

commitment t o  the  new purple mission a t  Letterkenay. The 

projected re turn  on t h e i r  investment is m annual savings of 

$29 million. 

Once again, 13 of t h e  21 systems have already 

t ransi t ioned in to  Letterkenny. Twenty-slx mil l ion BRAC 

do l l a r s  have been spent, $100 mi l l i on  worth of addi t iomd 
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equipment has been t r ans i t i oned  i n t o  Letterkenay, 72 exper ts  

have been hired. 3 const ruct ion p ro j ec t s  have beem completed. 

Now, a s  our blovn-up c h a r t  in f r o n t  of you shows, 

i n  f ac t ,  i n  February of t h i s  year, t he  Inspector -ral of 

the Department of Defense conducted an a u d i t  t ba t  reported, 

and I quote, 'The t r ans i t i on  of t a c t i c a l  d s s i l e  maintenance 

t o  L e t t e r k e ~ y  and r e l a t ed  m i l i t a r y  const ruct ion a r e  

generally proceeding within budget and on s-e.- 

Concerns over eroding indus t r i a l  base capab i l i t i e s  

ccnbined with gross overcapacity in depots lead the  

Department of Defense t o  support an innovative approach t o  

addcessinq both of these problems. 

And t h i s  next s l i de .  char t ,  t h a t  you're going t o  

put up shows tha t  the  teaming of publ ic  depots with pr ivate  

defense contractors  is viewed a s  a way t o  u t i l i z e  excess 

capacity, preserve the  indus t r i a l  base, and save taxpayers 

mil l ions  of do l l a r s  through g rea t e r  ef f ic iency.  

I s a id  t h a t  COD supported this idea t h a t  was born 

in  Pennsylvania, a t  Letterkenny, and the  s t rength  of our 

par tnership  lead Congress t o  codify  tearing arrang-nts. 

Now, l e t  m e  address how our par tnership  works. The 

partnership, i n  the  s l i d e  you see  now before you, has 
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-enmy storage f ac i l i t y ,  and a f t e r  rework, Letterkenny 

Ute chassis  to United Defense. United Defense then 

Lategrates the chassis  and tu r re t ,  returning i t  t o  
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. r m t t t a e u y  completely r eh rb i sb ing  the  chassis,  new t u r r e t s  

, 
s rmttrrteMy. 

/ Letterkenny then p e r f o m  t e s t s  and paints  the 

i3J r&i--le, a f t e r  d c h  the Paladin re turns  t o  United Defense 
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1 The Amy's calculat ion f o r  capacity is driven by 

j 1 tor  zbe final check. The jo in t  United Defense-Let terke~y 

jl 
insnms, through a se r i e s  of t e s t s  and evaluations, t ha t  

j3 tbe ~cr Paladin is delivered on time, below cost,  and in a s  

.er cordition. 

This program is  current ly  two months ahead of 

w e .  United Defense was so convinced tha t  the 

par?;~cnhip would rork. t ha t  they invested over $3.4 million 

to jei. Ictterkenny i n  this project .  The e f f i c i enc ies  of co- 

locarion bare w e r a t e d  taxpayer savings already of $61 

U c m ,  546 million w i l l  retarn t o  the  ALIy budget by the  

pr- y.*gcment, and $15 a i l l i o n  have been saved by 

bureaucracy and waiving 27 Anmy and 3 DOD 

I 
Paqe 1 1 . r-.tory r-r-ts. 

Aqain, t o  emaarize ,  $61 million already saved, $15 

I U o a  amtidpated in recurring annual savings. Based on 

the bamq for  the buck tha t  the m y  has already real ized I - tIuuo#~ tbis partnership, we an t i c ipa te  the Amy exercising 

optip~ for  addlUonaJ. Paladins, coupled with the  

amticzipation of robust foreign mi l i t a ry  sales .  

T b e  Paladin l i n e  a t  Letterkenny has a l i f e  well 

hpd tbe s i x  yelr review of the  C d s s i o n .  In  yon^ I; %a tmok, wevve included a l e t t e r  tm united Defense. 

abxrrrsr of tlm BRAC process, we've been a b i t  astonished 

tr m o b e r  of -ties s t a t i n g  t h a t  they are 

'1- hip ready and capable. we a r e  the t r a i lb l aze r  in t h i s  

1:- c f f a  Ira w e  lraor t h a t  i t  was not  an overnight success. The 

rbcll boeu't have to be recreated elsewhere, the peaple in 

fo r  continued partnership, success, and expansion 

are functioning a t  Letterkenny. 

W ,  a l l  this success begs the  question, why were 

re M C ' d  aqain i n  19951 The answer l i e s  i n  the hcny process 

tbac gTDs¶ly overerpbasizes and d i s t o r t s  capacity while 

girirg DO c red l t  f o r  in t e r semic ing  and penalizing -- 
Ic-y penaLiziaq -- i n s t i tuUons  t h a t  a r e  in t ransi t ion 

I 

1 Page 
. f m  put BRM: acUons. 

In fact.  had Letterkenny been reviewed under the 

/ &rl o r  the Air Dorce metbodalogy, d w  to unique wortload, 

a I a t+ r rLcuy  would have been excluded f m  the BRAC / i m i _ m t i o n .  

Ibe Axny st i l l  looked t o  four c r i t i c a l  factors  in 
1995. Bowever, 33 a t t r ibu tes  were used t o  quantify these 

factors F. 1993. but  only 18 a t t r i b u t e s  were used in 1995. 

a manipulations, each one of them, drove Letterkenny to  a 

/ I  1- s m m .  
-. - You rce probably already fami l i a r  with the way of 

X the tope milirpry value c r i t e r i a  used by the  Anmy. Now, t h i s  

pie  grapb i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  breakdown of the mil i tary  value 

:a c r i c s r i a -  
-. - I'd l i k e  t o  point out  tha t  Cr i t e r i a  1 and Cr i t e r i a  

Ir 4 -bed represent 65 percent of the  Anmy's mil i tary  value 

I' calcr la t ion.  Capacity dr ives  the  value of both Cr i t e r i a  1 

,:I and 4 and that  capacity calculat ion is  grossly  dis tor ted.  

1 Under Cr i t e r i a  1, we see the  f i r s t  problem is the 

*asis the Army based on capacity. How can I a t t e rkemy 

the wst acreage and the second most f a c i l i t i e s  and have 

- the lowest capacity. I t  doesn't make sense. 

work positions. The other  two variables in the equation a r e  

fixed. Now, how your square footage is broken i n t o  work 

positions conpletely dr ives  a base's capacity. 

What's a work position? Well, here's t h e i r  

def ini t ion f o r  your review, *A work position is a space 

occupied by one worker t o  accomplish an assigned task on a 

f u l l  time basis.  The work position m y  include more than one 

location i f  the worker moves t o  acccaplisb the  assigned 

task." 

11 Iet m e  shor you with this s l i d e  and two -1s. 

12 which I believe we a r e  going t o  put up, how a textbook 

13 def ini t ion can d i s t o r t  the m e  picture. l a rge  b d u s t r i a l  

work positions nay occupy tr-dous square footage, 

additionally, cer ta in  work posi t ions  nay only be u t i l i z e d  a t  

c r i t i c a l  stages in the indus t r i a l  process. These factors  

have a dramatic impact on capacity calculations. 

The models which we're putting up here s h w  the two 

insta l la t ion9 depicted actual ly  have equal areas, two models 

in f ron t  of you, there now, actual ly  have equal areas  to 

perfom the i r  assigned a c t i v i t i e s .  But due t o  pact icular  

workload assigned, the depot t h a t  works on n e r  work 
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packages i s  credi ted with 84 work positions, the  m o d e l  on 

your l e f t ,  while the depot t h a t  is  working on track vehicles, 

the  model on your r igh t  is credi ted with only 10 rork 

positions. Under the d i s to r t ed  capacity calculat ions  the  

m y  used, tha t  means tha t  the lode1 on your l e f t  ge t s  8.4 

tines the value tha t  the model on your r i g h t  gets.  

Now, this anamaly has a tremendous impact on 

eseablishing the mili- value of a pa r t i cu la r  depot. Ws 
doesn't make sense. Incredibly, a depot's mi l i t a ry  value is 

based substant ia l ly  on i t s  assigned workload mLx and not on 

the f a c i l i t i e s  available. 

Again, capacity under the  Amy's procedure is  
driven by work positions, therefore, the e n t i r e  capacity 

analysis  is weapon sys t em unique. 

Cr i t e r i a  2 should look a t  land and f a c i l i t i e s  

avai lable  t o  effect ively  -t any assigned mission. Again, 
how can Letterkenny have more land and the  second highest 

amount of f a c i l i t i e s  and be ranked l a s t  in this category? 

This time the Aray weighed age and permanent f a c i l i t i e s  a s  

the basis f o r  its ranking in this c r i t e r i a .  

With three of the four Amy depots under discussion 

a l l  being b u i l t  during the sane period and al l  having had 

extensive f a c i l i t y  upqrades, how can the Amy base 22.5 

percent of its analysis  on these factors .  

And l a s t ,  when the raw n u b e r s  f o r  acres  and 

f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  considered, Letterkepny is f i r s t .  However, 

the s m l l e s t  c r e d i t  a t  12.5 percent of the  analysis  is  given 

in  t h i s  area. Letterkenny's c l e a r  capab i l i t i e s  in land and 

f a c i l i t i e s  needed t o  wet fu tu re  mission a r e  not  given 

adequate weight t o  accurately influence la t terkenny 's  t rue  

mil i tary  value. 

Cr i t e r i a  4 shows the second i n s t a c e  where an Nmy 

infatuation with d i s to r t ed  capacity dr ives  a very 

questionable r e su l t .  Rather than review the t rue  cos t  t o  

operate an ins ta l la t ion,  using costs  divided by square 

footage o r  sane other appropriate factor,  such a s  workload, 

the Anmy chose work posi t ions  a s  the dr iver  t o  calculate  cost  

of operations. 

Now, tNs Comlssion is  privileged t o  have sane of 

our nation's business leaders who w i l l  recognize t h a t  the 

appropriate way t o  calculate  W e  costs  is  t o  divide the 

costs  of your operation by the workload produced. The Anmy 

fa i l ed  to  use t h i s  comon sense approach. 

Carrissioners present k i n g  the Dallas Regional 
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nearing were shorn the  bar graph on the  l e f t  in f ron t  of you 

coupled with the  owereaphasis and miscalculation of capacity. 

Anather c r i t i c a l  f ac to r  which skewed Letterkemy's 

p r o f i t a b i l i t y  numbers was the  t ransi t ion period f o r  the  

implementation of BRAC 1993. Ibe  cba r t  on the r i g b t  s h w s  

tha t  ducing Letterkemny's period of uncer t l ln ty  and 

t ransi t ion,  s t a r t i n g  in 1992, p ro f i t s  obviously f e l l .  

To implement any new business, there  w i l l  be a 

period when your upfront cos t s  exceed your return. Hut a s  a 

10 business plan becores f u l l y  operational,  ant ic ipated savings 

11 and e f f i c i enc ies  wi l l  be real ized.  To take a snapshot a t  

12 Letterkenny during t r ans i t ion  of the  BRAC 1993 

13 recomendations underlines all of the  BRAC decisions. 

14 Now, a s  t h i s  chart c l ea r ly  deaonstrates 

15 Letterkenny's actual  cos t s  are not  out  of l i n e  with the other 

10 '93 consolidation, they're only partial, this chart sbas 

11 tha t  the unconsolidated portion of tactical miss i le  &pot 

12 operations is still somewhat d i s jo in ted  and b e f f i c i e n t .  

13 unquestionably, further s t reaal ipinq can acbieve additional 

14 savings. 

15 now, a p i c tu re  is worm a tbourwd word., in t h i s  

~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  May 4, 1995 

19 emphasis on a d i s to r t ed  capaci ty  figure, an accurate pic ture  

20 of L e t t e r k e ~ y ' s  t r u e  cos t s  is not  portrayed. 

21 An you know, the A m y  process only focused on lw- 

22 r a t ed  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  f o r  c losure  analysis .  Zba l roy  a v e d  

1 
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16 depots i n  the  Amy. In f ac t ,  our  actual  cos t  to operate a re  

17 the second most of all the depots; however, a s  is  c l ea r ly  

18 shorn, when r a t e s  are calculated with an unreasonable 

19 H l l l  Nr Force Base in Oqden, Utab, may be the lost 

20 appropriate place t o  consolidate DO0 tactical miss i l e  

21 aaintenance. 

22 Now. they weren't s e l ec ted  by Dm in 1990. They 
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1 CDWGRgSSlRY SWSTER: Yben w e  t a lk  one-stop shop 

2 f o r  all tactical missiles, what & w e  mean? It's important 

3 t o  understand t h a t  f o r  all  e f f i c i enc ies  to Dc m i z e d .  rll 

4 components of r l s s l l e  maintenance should be mprol idated in 

5 one location from storage t o  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  to component 

6 maintenance, -1. and all upground reconstitutions, and 

7 Letterkenny is the only site in 00D which has tbs a b i l i t y  to 

8 r ea l i ze  the e f f i c i eac ie s .  

9 Now, despi te  the e f f i c i enc ies  r ea l i zed  by the BRAS 

16 case, l e s s  is more. A one-stop shop eliminates duplication, 

17 inefficiency, and worthless expansion. I understand tbat 

18 representations w e r e  recent ly  n d e  to this C d s s i o n  t h a t  
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before the analysis  was run, and based on the i r  contrived 

c r i t e r i a ,  Letterkenny and Red River would be the i r  lowest 

ra ted depots, and therefore  c losure  candidates. The M y  ran 

COEIRAs f o r  only Letterkenuy and Red River. A l l  one-time 

costs  f o r  the  Letterkenny recamendation have not been 

reported in 00D.s suhr i t t ed  totals. 

The actual  one-time cos t  may be a s  high a s  $231 

million, bu t  as this cha r t  shws,  using a lore conservative 

figure, olitted cos t s  were a t  l e a s t  $187.9 million. 

Additionally, the OOBlU underestimated other  s iqnif icant  

cos t s  including those associated with t ransferr ing both 

personoel and empent. 
As I mentioned. the  COEIRA did not  analyze the  costs  

associated with the  t r ans fe r  of the tenants now a t  

Letterkenny. A ver i f i ab le  cos t  f igure  to move tenants 

exceeds $99 million. The t rue  break-even point t o  achieve a 

re turn on investment is  over 100 years. 

Again, l e t ' s  r e v i s i t  the proposal a s  suhr i t t ed  to 

you by the  M y  and the  Department of Defense. No where i n  

the  proposal a r e  s ign i f i can t  tenants a t  Letterkenny accounted 

for .  W e  donrt  know where theyere  going to be sent  and the 

Amy obviously doesnVt know a t  what cost.  None of those 

weren't se lected by the BRAC Commission in 1993. and once 

again, the H i l l  consolidation was re jected j u s t  recently by 

the jo in t  cross  service  workinq group in 1995 as t e s t i f i e d  by 

General Klugh before you on April 17th and all f o r  good 

reason. 

As the blow-up on tbe big cha r t  shws,  Letterkenny 

presently has the  capabi l i ty  to work 15 in t e r semice  systems, 

while H i l l  present ly  bas the  capab i l i t y  to work only tw. 
Any suggestion t h a t  the  Nr Force's capabi l i ty  to work on 

ICrYls t r ans l a t e s  s h o w  to h e f f i c i e n t  - t o  e f f i c i e n t  

capab i l i t i e s  on t a c t i c a l  mis s i l e  systems is simply 

unsupported by the  facts .  

Now, the  next  cba r t  there  on the  easel depicts  a 

s ide  by s ide  cuqmrison, sbwing  that in every critical area 

Letterkenoy is  super ior  to ail1 Nr Force Base, whetber it's 

experience, present in t e r se rv ice  work, capacity, storage o r  

do l l a r s  invested. Letterkemy is the only logical  site f o r  

the implementation of DM) t a c t i c a l  mis s i l e  consolidation. 

(Fqplause. ) 

CDWGRBSSmN SHUSTER: Now, we understrnd t h a t  the  

H i l l  A i r  Force Base caanunity s t a t e d  in its testimony that 

H i l l  does 42 percent of the DO0 guidance and control work. 

f igures  a r e  included. 

Now, this next canplicated cha r t  shows the present 

proposal in contras t  t o  the  Caa i s s ion ' s  1993 rec-datlon, 

the one now before you. This is not a consolidation o r  a 

streamlining of indus t r i a l  operations, on the  contrary, 

i n e f f i c i e n t  separation of mutually supportable missions w i l l  

a c tua l ly  reduce eff ic iency,  i n f l a t e  costs,  and increase the 

t i m e  required t o  f i e l d  c r i t i c a l  mission systems. 

Our proposal bui lds  on the sound recoawndation of 

BRAC '93 and the c rea t ive  partnering environrent now already 

present a t  Letterkenny. I t  makes sense t o  expand the 

successful miss i le  consolidation and save even greater  

do l l a r s  by implementing a one-stop shop f o r  all DM) t ac t i ca l  

miss i le  systems. 

(Applause. ) 

COWGRBs3mN SHUSTFDt: In addition, why would the 

C d s s i o n  put t h e i r  f a i t h  i n  the  partnerinq Johnny-come- 

l a t e lys  who c l a b  t h a t  they can develop partnerships i n  the 

future  when the  par tnership team and the experience a r e  

already a t  Letterk-y and t h i s  is where partnering should be 

expanded, where i t  Is already succeeding. 

(Applause. ) 
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What was not s t a t ed  is  t h a t  t h a t  42 percent represents only 6 

percent of the t o t a l  DO0 tactical miss i l e  workload ordered to 

be consolidated under BRAC -93. 

Now, in  t h i s  next s l ide ,  the  color  coding is what's 

important. I t  shows t h a t  the  Axmy t a c t i c a l  missile systems 

per the 1993 d s s i l e  consolidation, all the functions 

depicted i n  blue would be per fo rwd  a t  Jetterkenny. Our 

reconnendation is t o  make a good idea even be t t e r .  For all  

the m y  miss i le  systems the  functions depicted in purple on 

the next s l i d e  could best be accomplished a t  Letterkenny and 

should be consolidated. And. again. the color  is what 

counts. 

Now, l e t ' s  focus on the  interservice  workload. 

Based on the Commissionqs recornendations in 1993, those 

interservice  depot r u c t i o n s  colored in blue are in 

t ransi t ion t o  Letterkenny. A pa r t i cu la r  note are the  two Nr 

Force syst-, Sparrow and Sidewinder. For nearly 10 years, 

Letterkenny has been the  depot responsible f o r  perfonming all 

upqround and storage on these systens. In addition, the  1993 

BRAC Commission recanbendation ac tua l ly  reversed an 

ine f f i c i en t  pract ice  of sending guidance and control rework 

from Letterkenny t o  R i l l .  
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This opt jnizes  tbe one-stop shop consolidation f o r  I'd l i k e  t o  close this morning, l ad le s  and 

le21 

I 2 Ihe U.3. N r  rorce Sparrow and Sidewinder missions. Mow all 

-ec functions m being consolidated a t  Letterkenny. 

tells the s to ry  here. Cur 

ndatiom to l r r i a L r e  the  bene f i t s  of a one-stop shop 

is  to make this e n t i r e  cha r t  purple, 

7 coawlldate  all the t ac t i ca l  miss i le  depot functions a t  

8 Imttrrkenny. I IApplause. 
10 SWSlWt: Mow, previous cha r t s  show our 

11 .Lslon upon the present inventory of t a c t i c a l  miss i les  can 

12 4 should be consolidated a t  Letterkenny. As this char t  

13 .how&, this area of reapon systems Is sure  t o  grow In the 

14 n e u  future. The highest e f f i c i enc ies  can be real ized by 

15 Irplsemtimg the o a t s t o p  shop coacept from the b i r t h  of a 

16 s y s t a .  117 R a d a r a t  f i e l d  storage ce r t i f i ca t ion  and 

I l a  maintenance capab i l i t i e s  never need t o  be created f o r  these 

I9 new myst-. A l l  of these capab i l i t i e s  already a r e  res ident  

20 a t  letterkenmy. 

21 hlraLsg a y a h  to ~ l r  reccamendation concerning 

22 paruers. UnUke what p a  rere to ld  in Dallas, this s l i d e  

2 gentlemen, by quoting again f roa  the undersecretpry of the 

3 Ammy Joe Reeder, he continues in his peso to General Nuqh, 

4 'Finally, closlnq Letterkenny would s ign i f i can t ly  complicate 

5 ongoing consolidation of v i r tua l ly  all tactical miss i l e  

6 workloads directed by BRAC '93. As you know, this 

7 consolldatlon was directed a f t e r  DM) subai t ted its plan to 

8 close letterkenny. Apart f r m  the miss i le  consolidation, 

9 ar-nts f o r  closure today do not  seem to be any more 

10 compelling than those previously rejected, and in fac t ,  DM) 

11 would lose the synergy and e f f i c i enc ies  re hope to gain by 

12 consolidating miss i le  d n t e n a n c e  workload and miss i l e  

13 storage.' 

14 In f ac t  ladies  and qentlenem, re f ind  it t o t a l l y  

15 astonishing tha t  the services continue t o  drag t h e i r  f e e t  on 

16 t h i s  issue, and tha t  the Depactment of Defense has no new 

17 In i t i a t ives  fo r  interservicing o r  consolidating of depots, 

18 a l l  a t  a t ine  when our top mi l i t a ry  exper ts  have openly 

19 cal led f o r  such consolidation. 

20 Secretary of Defense Les Aspin, back in 1993, said, 

21 I quote, With respect t o  raimtenance of depots, there  was 

22 not su f f i c i en t  time foe the Office of Secretary of Defense t o  
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1 deplcts a true representation of the whole family of heavy 

2 A m y  vehicles wrked  a t  Letterkenny. 

3 Tk sk i l l ed  workforce and f a c i l i t i e s  needed t o  m e e t  

4 a e r q e n t  and sprge requirerents in track vehicles exists 

5 already today a t  Letterkenny, and f o r  much more than j u s t  

6 Paladln, aa yon can see f m  this s l ide .  

7 I1 part icular ,  the United DefenseLetterkenny 

0 partaership sWd. m d y  W make a good proqraa be t t e r .  Due 

9 to the OQ statna of the United Defense on the  family, t be  

lr .ole family of Bradley f i q b t b q  vehicles a s  well a s  the  

ttegic c o l l o u t i o n  of tbeir headquarters in nearby Pork, 

1 ylvania, our team is poised t o  nainta ln  an upqrade of 

track vehicles well i n t o  the  next century. 

I l4 As COILLssioner Cornella heard during h i s  v i s i t ,  

15 that  United Defense wants to consolidate the i r  heavy 

16 indostrial operations in Pennsylvania. I t ' s  simple log ic  f o r  

17 this Caniss ion t o  take advantage of United Defense's 

18 basxlness plan and e r p e r i e a x  a t  Letterkenny and t o  b l e s s  an 

19 expaasion of this operation. 

20 Ult i ra te ly ,  t h i s  Cuniss ion,  of course, w i l l  

21 address the capacity of al l  depot operations. The C&ssion 

22 w i l l  optimize the avai lable  f a c i l i t i e s  w h i l e  most e f f i c i e n t l y  
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1 m e e t i n q  the Amy's ongoing and wartime requirenents. I t ' s  

2 been said  t h e  and a g h  that the o p t i r a l  capacity 

3 utilization f o r  peacetime depot operations is rouqNy 90 

4 percent. This modest 10 pmt buffer  allows f o r  

5 f l ex ib i l i t y  is m e e t b q  ererqiag work o r  process r rb t f l ca t ion .  
6 Tk r i q b t  mix fo r  the A n y  requires  the re tent ion 

7 of Letterkenmy. The re tent ion of Red River and Anniston 

8 U t r F n s  too luch excess capacity a t  a suboptlmal, 80 

9 percent capacity u t i l i za t ion  a s  this cha r t  shows. A l o s s  of 

10 both Red Ri-r and Letterkamy would leave A n y  depots i n  a 

11 capacity shor t f a l l  s i tua t ion  and a c r i t i c a l  s h o r t f a l l  in any 

12 w a r t i r e  scenario. 

13 In a memo, Joe Reeder, then the  undersecretary of 

14 defense f o r  log i s t i c s  to -ral James Nuqh, Secretary 

15 Reeder c lear ly  highllqbtn the overcapdcity i s sue  t b a t  I j u s t  

16 discussed. Be writes, I quote, -Closure of Red River alone 

17 forces us to accept a substant ia l  s h o r t f a l l  of ccabat vehicle 

10 -apacity aqainet our t u l l  wartime requir-t: In  this 

a d l t y  area alone, addi t ional  c losure  of Letterkenny 

unds the core s h o r t f a l l  of comodlty  areas, possibly 

w r i n g  further expns ion  of Annistones capab i l i t i e s .  I t  

22 a l so  ranks our desired aliqmment with the  c d t y  c-ds. 
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review all potent ia l  in terservicing poss ib i l i t i e s .  I suggest 

that  the Caniss ion examine those poss ib i l i t i e s . "  

The chairnan of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  then, 

Colin Powell, said, 'Unnecessary duplication exists 

throughout the individual service  depots, especial ly  when 

v i e d  across service  boundaries: In  abbition, a depot 

aahtenance consolidation study found that the  current  depot 

s t ructure  i n  DO0 and the  services  has  not  resulted in 
substant ia l  Lnterservicing. 

Ladies and gentlesen. it 's never going to result in 

substant ia l  interservicing because of service  r i v a l r i e s  

unless this BRAC C d s s i o n  a c t s  a s  i t  d id  previously. J u s t  

l a s t  month current Secretary of Defense William Perry 

re i tera ted the same thing of increased jointness  among the 

services in  a Washington Post article. 
And l a s t  but perhaps most importantly the  fu tu re  of 

interservicing is largely in  your hands as a mamber of this 
C d s s i o n ,  a s  a m t t e r  of fact ,  a former chairpan of the  

BRAC C d s s i o n  stated, 'There won't be any in t e r semic ing  

unless BlUC d i rec t s  it: 

With these thoughts i n  mind, I would hope t h a t  you 

would look very closely a t  the  tremendous success s to ry  t b a t  
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is taking place a t  Letterkenny and r e j e c t  t be  tundaren td ly  

f lared mil i tary  worth and cos t  analysis  rade by the m y ,  and 

I ask tha t  you continue to support in terservicing and p b l i c -  

private teaming that 's being accomplished r i g h t  now a t  

Letterkenny Army Depot. 

mad you. 

(Applause. ) 

CHl\llWCUM COX: Thank you very much, Congressman. 

I have jus t  one question, and you s o r t  of covered it, but  our 

concern is, you know, in 1993, was t o  consolidate the  missile 

work and that ' s  why we ended up a t  Letterkenny and I know 

that  the DDD understands t h a t  you can't do the  d l s a s s d l i n g  

and storage a t  Tobyhanna and that ' s  why the  r-dation 

th i s  year -- and you did  mention the  Hi l l  capab i l i t i e s ,  but I 

wonder i f  you know i f  B i l l  can do the disassembly and storage 

a t  Ri l l?  

CONcaBSSIR* SBUSTER: I am t o ld  t h a t  they cannot. 

I would c a l l  on Dave Goo&.an who is  our miss i les  expert on 

that .  

I4R. GOORIAN: I have t o  agree with CongresPrao 

Shuster. I t  has been ident i f ied t o  us t h a t  they do not  have 

the capabi l i ty  t o  do the ground support @ p e n t  associated 
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1 with our product l i ne .  

ammaamn COX: I see. 
con- SWSTER: I l i g h t  a l s o  point  ou t  that ,  

4 of course, t he  Arny has been very cooperative in moving. 

5 Already 13  of the missile systems have moved in. The Navy I 
I 6 has been very cooperative. m t  sane of t he  other  services  

7 r e a l l y  have been dragging t h e i r  f ee t ,  and o w  of t he  reasons 

I 8 all of t he  n l s s i l e s  aren't in yet,  even though they w e r e  on 

9 schedule a s  the  aud i t  says, it's r e a l l y  been -- i tVs  been 

10 l i k e  @ling teeth  to g e t  cooperation elsewhere. 

CklNrmmmll COX: I see. Thank you very auch. 

CW- SWSTBR: Is t h a t  i t ?  Thank you. 

CklNII*aaJl COX: Thank you. 

(Applause.) 

CklNrmmmll COX: Thank you very much. We a r e  nor 

going t o  go into the  publ ic  comen t  section. As I mentioned 

e a r l i e r ,  there  w i l l  be 30 llinutes f o r  both Maryland and 

Pennsylvania public -t There w i l l  be fu r the r  

Pennsylvania publ ic  -t a f t e r  this afternoon's session. 

20 People who have -- who a r e  i n t e re s t ed  in doing this 

21 should have l l r eady  signed up this morning, and I have a list 

22 of those who are wi l l ing  t o  do it. M d  what I'd l i k e  t o  do 
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1 anyone t o  this i n i t i a t i v e .  We thank you very much f o r  your 

2 d i f f i c u l t  task  and f o r  your e f f o r t s .  

3 Cm1rcwaa)l COX: well,  nr. Hughes, thank you very 

4 much. You're an unusual tes t i rony.  

5 UR. HUGHES: Yes, ma'am. 

6 CklNR*OIRI COX: T h d  YOU. Ilr. -, M 1 

7 pronouncing t h a t  r i gh t?  

B UR. EOlUDCW: Good morning. You promureed it 

9 correct ly .  

10 CklNmumm COX: Good. Thank you. 

11 MR. EOlUDCW: My name is  Robert -. I'm a 

12 r e t i r e d  Arny Lieutenant Colonel. I have served a s  t he  deplty 

13 c-der in and a s  t he  -der o t  t he  United S ta t e s  b y  

14 Garrison a t  Por t  Ritchie. Maryland, f r a  Ju ly  '90 to January 

15 Of '93. 

16 ho s p e c i f i c  issues, s ecu r i ty  and sa fe ty  s tand out  

17 a t  Port R i t c N e  a t  t he  S i t e  R re la t ionship .  S i t e  R, f i r s t ,  

18 secur i ty .  S i t e  R houses key Depar t rar t  of Defcnse 

19 organizations during times of nat ional  c r i s i s .  The Fort  

20 Ri tchie  mi l i t a ry  po l i ce  company is a well-equipped. carbat  

21 capable u n i t  wbose d s s i o n  is  t h e  - secu r i ty  of site a. 
22 During the  Gulf W a r ,  S i t e  R was heavily g u m  by 
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i s  have everyone -- all of t he  people who a r e  going t o  be 

doing the  publ ic  -t oope f o n a r d  a t  this time. I ' l l  

read off  your names s o  t h a t  we can swear everyone in 
together.  I apologize i f  I massacre your name in reading i t  

Off. 

W i l l i a m  Hughes f m  Waryland, Robert BoebPa. f r m  

Maryland, Greg Delauter, Wryland, Delegate Ken Bolt, Middle 

River, Senator Ida Rueben f r m  white Oak, Henry Grierson f r m  

Annapolis, Pa t r i c i a  Fie ld  f r m  Annapolis, and Karen Lewis 

f r m  For t  Made. That should be the  Yaryland delegation fo r  

the  publ ic  -t. 
And tben trra Pennsylvania, Stephen George, Lance 

Shaeffer,  Michael mrar, Jason Mrar .  Michael Robeson, David 

Goodman. Je r ry  Nittenhouse. and John Brosky. I t  should give 

me 16 people standing r i g h t  up here  a t  f ron t .  Can we cane 

r i g h t  up s o  we make sure w e  have everyone? 

I can i d e n t i f y  the  Let terkemy fo lks  in any case. 

One, two, three, four, f ive ,  s ix ,  seven. Pennsylvania? 

Uuyland. Okay. 

(Witnesses sworn. ) 

Thank you very much. And we w i l l  start with 

W i l l i a m  Hughes f m  Maryland. Mr. Hughes? 
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the  PIP conpany ready t o  repulse  o r  destroy any threat .  

secur i ty  provided is not  j u s t  ga t e  o r  entrance secur i ty ,  the  

mi l i t a ry  pol ice  cmpany provided perimeter secur i ty ,  in ternal  

security. s ecu r i ty  f r m  the t r a n s a i t t e r  towers on top of S i t e  

R,  a s  well a s  t he  capab i l i t y  to s t o p  a e r i a l  intrusion. And, 

by the way, in t ruders  would have been w-y but  wt 

graciously received. 

Second, s a fe ty  considerat ions  are the Port  Ri tchie  

f i r e  department is spec i f i ca l ly  t r a ined  f o r  tire and rescue 
work Ln underground s t ructures .  They a r e  very knowledgeable 

of the  S i t e  R underground complex, and contract iag  this 

service  ou t  equates to accepting a l e s s e r  s a fe ty  s t anda~d .  

Secur i ty  and sa fe ty  cannot b e  measured in do l l a r s  

but i n  term3 of effect iveness  and responsiveness. E i the r  of 

these services  located outs ide  of For t  Ri tchie  places S i t e  R, 

a v i t a l  defense contingency resource, a t  unacceptable r i sk .  

Thank you. 

CHAIlWlmW COX: Thank you very much. Mr. 

Delauter? 

UR. DBLAVTUR: Yes. Hello. I'm Greg Delauter. I 

speak t o  you today a s  a  fa^^ boy and a -1 business orwr 
and smeone tha t  r e a l l y  cares  about the  f a t e  of this 
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UR. WQlgS: Y e s .  Good afternoon. 

CflAIFcWcXmN COX: Before we start -- please, I know 

tha t  people a r e  leaving the  -, but  this is very inportant,  

we want t o  hear from these  folks .  Please do i t  quickly and 

quie t ly .  mank you, nr. Hughes. 

MR. WQmS: Good afternoon. My name is  B i l l  

Hughes. I'm the  deputy d i r e c t o r  of the  Defense Invest igat ive  

service .  I hear t o  voice support f o r  t h e  real ignaent  f r m  

the  Por t  Hollabird complex t o  Por t  Made. W e  have 450 

people, who I believe s t i l l  very much bel ieve in the  American 

work e th i c .  Theyere Ngh ly  unique, N g N y  specialized, and 

we're t he  only ones in the  e n t i r e  United S t a t e s  Government 

t h a t  perforns  the  tunction i n  our l i k e  business. 

The building v e  are housed in was b u i l t  i n  1954, i t  

was built a s  a counter inte l l igence school. In shor t ,  it's 

shot, it's worn out.  The in f r a s t ruc tu re  is  caput. What we'd 

l i k e  t o  do is  tha t  we bel ieve this r e a l i g m e n t  t o  go t o  Port 

Meade and t o  a s t ruc tu re  o u t  there  supports t he  e d i c t s  of the 

BRAC Comission w h i l e  it a l s o  does not  des t ruc t  t he  readiness 

and the  wartime c a p a b i l i t i e s  of the  Defense Deparh8ent. 

I t  a l s o  has t he  support of the  camuni ty .  As best  

I can deteImlne, there  has been absolute ly  no opposition by 

-qe 
c a n u n i t y .  1 own a convenience store in Cascade, Ilaryland, a 

town without any fornal  local govenuent .  I am a 

representa t ive  of a hundred family owned businesses t h a t  

would be devastated i f  this Camiss ion endorses the closure  

of Fort Ritchie. 

My wife and I have b u i l t  our business on hard work 

and c a m n  sense. I ask you t o  give  proper consideration t o  

an econaric catas t rophe tha t  would h created in an 

econodcal ly  depressed area i f  you support the closure  of 

Port Ri tchie .  

In closinq, I speak to you a s  a taxpayer t h a t  wants 

my money's worth. Are we meeting the  taxpayers' needs by 

closinq Port Ritchie, then t rying t o  dupl icate  those same 

services  elsewhere. I do not see any r e a l  savings in clos ing 

Port Ritchie. Please l i s t e n  t o  the  f a c t s  and maybe even use 

some good old  farm boy cornon sense  in your rec-dation on 

Port Ritchie. Thank you. 

CWIRrmroW COX: Thank you very much. Delegate Ken 

Holt, welcane. 

DELEGATE HOLT: Good afternoon. Madame Chair and 

members of t he  Conrission. My name is Ken Holt. I'm a 

aenber of the  Maryland House of Delegates representing Middle 

I I I 
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I 1 U - e r .  mryland. and t h e  employees of  t h e  m y  ~ u b l i c a t i o n  1 1 having NAVSEA move t o  White Oak. 

2 Mst rLbut ion  Center a t  Middle River.  

This may be a -1 f a c i l i t y  i n  t e r n s  of numbers, 

i t  loors very l a r g e  in t h e  h i s t o r y  of our  na t ion ' s  

ry and the t u t u r e  of o u r  na t ion ' s  s e c u r i t y .  Here in 

I d  War 11. t h e  paxents and grandparents  of t h e s e  f o l k s  

7 W l t  t h e  8-26 bumber h o r n  a s  t h e  l i b e r a t o r  of Europe. They 

B mrn4 o u t  a bcaber almost in 24 hours every  day. 

9 For t h e  n e x t  50 years  t o  this day, t h e  employees of 

10 cais f a c i l i t y  have been u n r i v a l e d  i n  t h e i r  e f f i c i e n t  

11 d t m e n t  t o  t h e  country,  doing whatever t h e  connander in 

12 Qlef asked, doing it b e t t e r  than  anyone e l s e .  What we have 

13 at t h l s  l i t t l e  c e n t e r  is e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  soul  of America's 

14 ailitay r e f l e c t e d  i n  hmman t e r n s ,  n o t  i n  smart  bombs o r  in 

IS t l f f t r o n i c  warfare.  

16 We're t a l k h g  about can-do h u s t l e ,  devotion t o  duty  

17 Ird success. They a r e  t h e  best DOD p u b l i c a t i o n s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

18 W t e r  i n  t h e  na t ion .  The p r e s e n t a t i o n  e a r l i e r  t h i s  morning 

19 showed thls i n  n-rs and Vice P r e s i d e n t  Gore's Hamer  Award 

20 t o r  e f f i c i e n c y  i n  gore-t confirms it. 
21 n i d d l e  River was born o u t  of  m i l i t a r y  necess i ty .  

22 Loctbeed I(artin-Harietta, t h e  Uaryland Air National Guard, 

2 we have t h e  p e t i t i o n s  and we w i l l  p r e s e n t  them t o  

3 you. The Navy a t  Whire Oak h a s  always beem a good neighbor 

4 and we've been proud t o  have them. You can t e l l  f r m  my 

5 c o m e n t s  t h a t  t h e  neighborhood is  -- 
6 CHI\IRUCUnn COX: I'm sor ry ,  Senator .  We w i l l  have 

7 t o  end, but  we would love  t o  have any more of  your thoughts 

8 Fn wri t ing  and I thank you f o r  your h o s p i t a l i t y  when I was 

9 there .  

10 Mr. Grierson? 

11 IIR. GRIERSOW: Good af te rnoon.  My name is llenry 

12 Grierson. I'm t h e  f i r s t  v i c e  p r e s i d e n t  of  o u r  union, t h e  

1 3  National Federation of Federal  Employees. I r e p r e s e n t  92 

14 blue c o l l a r  support  personnel mostly i n  d i r e c t  suppor t  of  t h e  

15 machinery R c D record.  I would l i k e  t o  talk about  excess  

16 c a p a c i t y  r e l a t e d  t o  man years .  

17 This d i r e c t l y  concerns m e  because of t h e  shop 

18 suppor t  numbers. Over 45,000 hours  of over t ime were worked 

19  i n  F i s c a l  Year 94 by t h e  shop suppor t  personnel of t h e  

20 Carderock Division.  

21 Of t h i s  n taber ,  about 30,000 hours v e r e  worked a t  t h e  

22 Annapolis s i t e ,  mostly in d i r e c t  suppor t  of sponsor funded 

5 & t e r m b e  t h a t  re can ' t  do  wi thout  our  b e s t  people In  our  

6 best f a c i l i t y ,  and t h a t  a l l  p u b l i c a t i o n  d i s t r i b u t i o n  work 

7 a D a l d  be consol ida ted  in n i d d l e  River,  Maryland, and S t .  

9 -a. Hissonxi. -re is no g r a y  area, i t  aakes  t h e  most 

9 -a d cmwric sense.  
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1 ebe Nr Force and Anny p u b l i c a t i o n  d i s t r i b u t i o n  c e n t e r  

2 o p e r a t e s  s i d e  by s l d e  t h e r e  and t h e y  should  rena in  s i d e  by 

3 side. This is where t h e  t a l e n t  is. 

4 I am conf ident  t h a t  your c a r e f u l  exanina t ion  w i l l  

n l a m k  you. 

CnNluCMAn Co%: Thank you v e r y  much, Delegate 
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1 p r o j e c t s .  

2 The reason f o r  this high number is  simple.  I n  1991 

3 t h e r e  were 168 shop suppor t  personnel i n  Annapolis compared 

4 with 92 today, a reduct ion  of  45 percent .  Cmr workload has  

- Senator  Ida R w b e m ,  welcame. 

-roll RmuUrM: Thank you, Ua- Cbalr and 

14 -rs of the C m s s i o n .  I a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  

15 bc a b l e  to speak on bebalf  of  t h e  whi te  O a k B i l l a n d a l e  

16 -ty. I am Ida G. Rueben a s t a t e  s e n a t o r  from t h a t  

17 uea. I r e p r e s e n t  t h e  local c o m u n l t y  i n  t h e  s t a t e  

10 l e g i s l a t u r e  and I have l i v e d  in t h e  neighborhood i m e d i a t e l y  

19 M a c e n t  t o  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  p a s t  33 years .  

20 I u a l s o  a lepber of t h e  Montgomery County NAVSEA 

21 u s k  force .  S ince  t h e  L4RAC -93  d e c i s i o n s  t o  move IIAVSBA t o  

22 a t e  oak, t h e  co lPuni ty  has  worked very  hard  t o  p u t  o u t  t h e  

5 increased  year ly  and is p r o j e c t e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  through t h e  

6 turn  of t h e  century.  This  work, by t h e  way, cannot be done 

7 c o s t  e f f i c i e n u y  by oursourcinq. By adding a l o v e r  n-r of 

8 employees t o  t h e  increased  workload and throwing in a h i r i n g  

9 f reeze ,  we're approximately 1 5  man years  unders ta f fed .  

I f  n o t  f o r  same excess  enployees from Phi lade lphia  I :: being d e a l ,  t o  , Annapolis s i t e  t o  per, , f a c i l i t y  I 
with maintenance and genera l  support ,  t h e  1 5  man pars r o u l d  

be g r e a t e r .  The r e s u l t ,  no o r  negat ive  excess  c a p a c i t y  a t  

Annapolis. 

I n  c l o s i n g  I would l i k e  t o  c a l l  your a t t e n t i o n  t o  a 

l e t t e r  s e n t  t o  Cbairnan Dixon by t h e  Phi lade lphia  

Congressional de lega t ion  d a t e d  A p r i l  5, 1994. P a r t  of this 

l e t t e r  addressed t h e  overhead c o s t s .  Current ly ,  overhead 

c o s t s  i n  Annapolis per person a r e  s l i g h u y  h igher  because 

20 Annapolis is  t h e  hos t  a c t i v i t y .  

21 I sugges t  t o  you t h a t  when t h e  sh ipyard  c l o s e s  in 

22 t h e  F a l l  of 1995 when NAVSBS Phi lade lphia  l o s e s  its t e n a n t  

Page 15 I 1 -1- mat. The Gowe-nt in n o n u p r y  County had been 

2 Concerned about making t h e  pending UAVSM move a s w o t h  one. 

3 I l r y  appointed a t a s k  f o r c e  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  and 

4 w r k  with the local -unity. The t a s k  f o r c e  h a s  been 

I 5 r c e t i n g  and working f o r  over  a year  t o  be s u r e  t h a t  all a r e a s  

6 of need f o r  t h e  UAWM move were addressed.  

7 The local m t y  h a s  beem extremely e n t h u s i a s t i c  

8 w support  of t h e  m v e  of  mVSM t o  white Oak. For example. 

9 a r e r b e r  of t h e  t a s k  f o r c e  who l i v e s  in t h e  -unity, Betsy 

10 Bretz,  and t h e  Rnhrs of t h e  H i l l a n d a l e  C i t i z e n s  Associa t ion  

I 1  have w r k e d  with m v S M  since 1993. They have c o l l e c t e d  

12 imfornution f o r  RAVSEA on schools,  b a b y s i t t e r s  and spousa l  

13  g l o y m e n t  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and have m e t  w i t h  M I U  

I I4 representa t ives  on n m e r o u s  occasions,  inc luding  one wi th  

15 F, madame Cbai-. 

They have conducted an  open house f o r  t h e  -unity 

17 to review mVSM c o n s t r u c t i o n  p l a n s  and have i n v i t e d  UAVSFA 

18 a p l o y e e s  to j o i n  in neighborhood s o c i a l  func t ions .  Ws. 116 
19 - t z  lead  t h e  c u n u n i t y  in c o l l e c t i n g  p e t i t i o n s  in suppor t  

I V S M  f r m  t h e  l o c a l  c i t i z e n s  and approximately 2.000 

t u r e s  have bean c o l l e c t e d  o v e r  the p a s t  f r o a  S i l v e r  

r e s i d e n t s  express ing  t h e i r  wholehearted suppor t  f o r  
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a c t i v i t y  s t a t u s  and b e c o w s  hos t ,  t h e i r  overhead c o s t s  would 

be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  than  t h a t  of Annapolis. 

We a t  Annapolis take p r i d e  in o u r  work and t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  revenues genera ted  in o u r  l a b  maLes u s  s e l f -  

supported.  Thank you very much f o r  your tire. 

C ~ I ~  COX: Thank you very  much, Mr. Grierson. 

Us. Fie lds7  

US. FIELDS: Y e s .  My name is P a t r i c i a  F i e l d s  and I 

aa r e c e n t  r e t i r e e  f r m  Annapolis l a b o r a t o r y .  I was employed 

t h e r e  a s  a p h y s i c i s t  managing R D programs a p p r o r i p a t e l y  30 

years,  and wbat I have t o  tell you today is  t h a t  h a p o l i s  is  
not  j u s t  a job, it's a way of  l i f e .  

I cane t h e r e  30 y e a r s  ago. I r a i s e d  my fami ly  

t h e r e .  I f i t  in. You have an  i d e n t i t y  t h e r e  and an 

atmosphere of t h e  c w u n i t y  i n  t h e  lab .  I n  f a c t ,  one of  my 

sons is now an  e l e c t r i c a l  engioeer  a t  t h e  l a b .  I'm very  

proud of hin, of course.  

But one of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  I want t o  emphasize h e r e  

i s  t h a t  wbat this c o n t i n u i t y  b r i n g s  t o  t h e  Annapolis s i t e  is  

t h e  e f f e c t i v e a e s s  of our  job, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we have t h e  

publ ica t ions .  we have Lbe invent ions .  We have t h e  

exper t i se ,  because people came, people s t a y  and spend t h e i r  

1 I I 
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1 e n t i r e  careers there. because of the atmosphere that 's been I : sing" addi t ional  ac re  of land. 

2 created there .  ~ i m e  w i l l  not  p e d t  m e  to enlaerate  the many I 
This, of course, has been over -- you know, the 

4 p lace has been there  90 years. 1 haven't been there the 

5 whole 90 years. j u s t  30. But what I would l i k e  t o  erphasize I 
6 t o  the  C d s s i o n  is  t h a t  re ca.n move machinery and we can 

7 m v e  b i l l e t s ,  okay, you cannot move ident i ty ,  you can't  move 

8 atmosphere, you can't  move a way of l i f e ,  and this is  what 1 

9 thinlr is  threatened. Thank you. 

10 CklNR*O)IRI COX: Thank you very much, Ms. Fields. 

11 ns.LewiS,Karen? 

12 ILS. m s :  My n m  is  &en Lewis. My family has 

13 been l i v ing  a t  Fort neade f o r  the  past  12 years. The Amy 

I4 has s t ab i l i zed  our family the re  because w e  have a chronically 

15 ill chi ld .  H e r  needs a r e  very severe, but ber  mst severe 

16 needs a r e  respira tory.  She breathes through a tracheostmy, 

has asthma, has frequent bouts of pnetnonia. 

Mow, when Elizabeth needs care, w e  need t o  use the 

emergency room a t  Kimbrough Amy Hospital. Halter Reed and 

20 Bethesda are about 4 5  minutes f m a  us during good t ravel  

21 the. our nearest  c i v i l i a n  f a c i l i t y  is about 20 mlnutes 

22 k i n g  good t ravel  the. In  order t o  use  the  c iv i l i an  

3 additional benef i ts  t h a t  the 911th enjoys a t  Pittsburgh 

4 International a t  v i r tua l ly  l i t t l e  o r  no cost.  I uaderscored 

5 the runway system because i t  exists today. I t  would cos t  the 

6 Federal Government hundreds of mil l ions  of dolllrs to 

7 duplicate such a resource elsewhere. Why would tbe 

8 Government want to close  down the  911th and lose  this 
9 capability. I t  j u s t  doesn't make any sense. 

10 The m e t  cost-effect ive  way is f o r  tba 911th Air 

11 L i f t  Wing t o  continue its operation a t  Pittsburgh 

12 Internat ional  Airpar t  and thua provide the  A h  Force and o w  

13 country -Wed  and unsurpassed capabi l i ty  in carrying out 

14 its mission. Ibank you. 

CRNRXHAM COO(: Thank you very much. Hr. 

16 Shaeffer? 1 l5 
MR. SHABm:  Good afternoon, rerbers of the 

18 Ccaaission, Ua- Chair. I am Lance Shaeffer, executive 

19 d i r ec to r  of the  Greater P i t t s tu rgh  Charber,of Corerce,  which 

20 is the regional o r  metro chamber in g rea te r  Pittaburgh, and 

21 I'm here t o  speak on &half of the  911th Air  L i f t  Wing. 

22 W e  know t h a t  the nation's debt is in trouble. Your 

P 

-unity hospital,  w e  would a l s o  be required to use CHIYIPUS. 

This is  an expensive cos t  t o  CRAUPUS among other 

thiogs, plus. ClWWDS does not  t o t a l l y  cover the emecgency 

roca s i tua t ion  f o r  us. Therefore, it adds an additional 

f inancial  burden to our family along with the  burden of her 

i l l ness .  

low, a s  a c i t i zen ,  I understand the  need t h a t  we 

need t o  c u t  back f o r  the  Government. I a l so  a s  a mil i tary  

spouse I understand t h a t  w e  w i l l  probably be losing s o w  of 

our benef i t s  over the  next few years a s  the mi l i t a ry  

ccspletes  its drawdowns. E a t  I'm here today a s  a am, and a s  

a m, I urge you t o  r-r t h a t  saving l ives ,  especial ly  

my daughter's l i f e ,  t o  me, is much more important than saving 

money. 

Once again while you reconsider everything tha t  you 

have t o  do, please rereaber t h a t  Fort Wade has a high 

percentage of children and adu l t s  who a r e  special  needs, and 

we have the  highest percentage of those in the mil i tary .  

W e  need a Fort made  comunity  hospital.  We need 

W r o u g h .  Ye need the  emergency row. w e  need to maintain 

i t  a s  it is. Please don't discount our children. Thank 

you. 

Page I 
work on the BRAC Camsission is very, very Important to 

reducing the  nation's debt and our  nation's defense expense 

and i t  cur be a ser ious  eoeay a s  any w e  might face, and your 

work is a very important p a r t  of t h a t  e f f o r t .  But anotber 

v i t a l  part  of what you're doing is t o  make sure  that the 

closures and r e a l i q n e n t s  tnxly save wr country mney M e  

not jeopardizing the  present and fu tu re  rilitaq capab i l i t i e s  

I join every business person here and i n  the 

country supporting our  countsy's wed to W a n c e  our budget, 

but the inportant  operative word is balance. W i l l  c los ing 

the  911th improve our mil i tary  readiness and save our country 

money? You'll see a l i t t l e  l a t e r  in our  presentation t h a t  it 

w i l l  not. 

To taLe a mi l i t a ry  operation worth hmdn?ds of 

millions of dol lars ,  strategically placed in tbe midst of the 

l a rges t  most modern a i r p o r t  in the eastern United States. 

designated by 6RAC.s om analysis  a s  one of the two top C-130 

ins t a l l a t ions  in Cr i t e r i a  1. and t o  disperse  this elite u n i t  
t o  other l e s se r  f a c i l i t i e s  makes no sense. 

We believe tha t  the case  of the 911th Air L i f t  Wing 

w i l l  speak f o r  i t s e l f  in  our presentat ion l a t e r .  Ibe  f a c t s  

rill show you t h a t  keeping the  911th operation saves our 
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1 CENr(YOIRII COX: Thank you very much. Mr. George? 

2 roc. (;BORGE: My name is Steve George. I am the 

3 former d i r ec to r  of aviat ion f o r  Pittsburgh International 

4 Airport.  Shortly, you wi l l  hear a very impressive 

5 presentation by the 911th Nr L i f t  Wing, which is located a t  

6 Pittsburgh Internat ional  Airport, and therefore benef i ts  f r m  

7 the phenosenal resources this a i r p o r t  offers .  

8 Ibis is no ordinary a i rpor t .  Please make note of 

9 the f a c t  t h a t  Pittsburgh Internat ional  is the l a rges t  land 

10 mass a i r p o r t  in the Hid-Atlantic and wortheastern United 

11 S ta t e s  with over 12,000 acres, larger  than JFU, Newark, Ia 

12 Cuardia, Boston Logan, and Washington national combined. 

13 Also focus on the  runway system t h a t  few a i rpor t s  

14 in the country can match. The 911th can u t i l i z e  anyone of 

15 four  major runways ranging in length f r m  8100 f e e t  t o  

16 11,500, the  l a t e r  i n  fact ,  is a designated emergency landing 

17 s t r i p  f o r  the  space shu t t l e .  

18 By 1998 w e  s h a l l  have a f i f t h  runway in  operation, 

19 which w i l l  give the a i r p o r t  simultaneous t r i p l e  a r r iva l  and 

20 departure capabi l i ty .  Only Denver and DF* can do that,  one 

21 runway a i rpor t s  can't. After  the  year 2000, a s ix th  runway 

22 can be b u i l t  when necessary without the need t o  purchase a 

Paw 
country money, improves our mi l i t a ry  capab i l i t i e s  now and in 

the future. Ye ask t h a t  you w i l l  ser iously  consider our 

recommendation and our response t h a t  t he  da ta  and the 

conclusions a r e  f lared.  Ye think the evidence w i l l  present 

our conclusions the  911th Air L i f t  Wing should be kept open. 

Thank you. 

CW.1- COX: Thank you. Michael Mra r?  

MR. NIMABL MORAR: Y e s .  

CRAIWCUNI COX: Are you re l a t ed  t o  Jason? 

MR. MlCkIABL MORAR: Good afternoon, Ccraissioners. 

My name is  Mchael M r a r .  I am a miss i l e  systems technician 

a t  Letterkenny Army Depot. A s  a factory t ra ined technician 

a t  N F S  in  Alameda, Cal i fomia,  we and others  were tasked t o  

t r a i n  Letterkenny personnel f o r  s i x  months t o t a l  on Sparrow 

and the Phoenix t e s t  systems due t o  BRAC '93 decisions. 

This j u s t  ge t s  the technician barely familiar with 

the missi le  and e q u i p e n t .  Many of us were offered positions 

a t  Letterkenny t o  help get  the Navy's expensive sensi t ive  

e q u i p e n t  back on l i n e  t o  produce d s s l l e s  a f t e r  the move t o  

Letterkenny. but only a few experienced experts went. 

With g rea t  d i f f i cu l ty ,  my family and I chose t o  

t ransi t ion with the t ac t i ca l  mis s i l e  workload. With tha t  
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I t  took s e v e r a l  months t o  g e t  t h e s e  test s y s t e n s  5 naintenance consol ida t ion .  

w n t i o n a l  again.  w i t h  Bimc *95 hanging over  us,  i f  all The m e r i t s  of this s tudy were recoqnized  and 

7 tbls - p e n t  were t o  b e  moved again,  more e q n l p e n t  would I 7 incorporated i n t o  t h e  corpora te  bus iness  p l a n  of  1991 and 
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8 g c t  broken o r  l o s t ,  b u t  more importantly,  even more of t h e  

9 e x p e r t i s e  would be l o s t ,  because n o t  everyone would be 

10 rUhq t o  move aga in .  

11 As a taxpayer I am concerned about  us ing  BRAC '95 

12 t o  tear dam,  sh ip ,  and g e t  t a c t i c a l  l i s s i l e s  systems 

13 o p c n t l o n a l  again samewhere e l s e .  Thank you f o r  a l lowing me 

14 t o  speak. 

15 CRN- COX: Thank you v e r y  much. And Wr. 
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1 decis ion  came s e p a r a t i o n  f m  f a n i l y  and f r i e n d s  t o  come t o  a 

2 scramqe land. A f t e r  workinq a t  Letterkenny f o r  a few months, 

- u o t  us fopad t h a t  sore equipment was broken o r  l o s t  i n  

r i t  f m  C a l i f o r n i a .  

16 J u o n  m r a r 7  

17 m. JASOI IORAR: Good af te rnoon,  Cammlssioners. 

18 ny - is Jason Horar. I am 1 5  years  o l d  and I am a s t u d e n t  
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1 1990, 1 p a r t i c i p a t e d  in a j o i n t  s e r v i c e s  s t u d y  of t a c t i c a l  

2 m i s s i l e  maintenance f o r  t h e  Defense Depot na in tenance  Council  

3 which i d e n t i f i e d  Letterkenny a s  t h e  only site which provided 

4 t h e  necessary i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  t o  a c c a m o d a t e  t a c t i c a l  l i s s i l e  

19 a t  Kraoss J u n i o r  aim in CharbarSburq. I r e p r e s e n t  a l l  t h e  

20 k i d s  whose leu and dads w r k  a t  Letterkenny. I asked my 

21 clumtes i f  tbey  want me t o  s a y  something today. 

22 Bas ica l ly ,  they  all s a i d ,  'I don't want to l e a v e  hone.' I 

consol ida t ion  planning was s t a r t e d .  I n  BRAC '93, t h e  

Cmniss ion  va l ida ted  t h e  need f o r  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  throughout 

t h e  s e r v i c e s  and gave renewed credibility t o  t h e  ongoing 

e f f o r t s  a t  Letterkenny. 

we have s u c c e s s f u l l y  t r a n s i t i o n e d  1 3  of  21 

designated systems. This  e f f o r t  has  been t imely  and wi th in  

budgetary guide l ines .  The c u r r e n t  1995 r e c a m e n d a t i o n  f o r  

alignment rill fragment t r u e  consol ida t ion ,  i n c r e a s e  costs, 
16 de lay  t h e  organic  c a p a b i l i t y  and  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduce t h e  

17 readlness  due t o  t h e  l o s s  of t r a l n i n g  of  a r t i s a n  personnel.  

Letterkenny provides a unique opportunity t o  t h e  

19 DoD community, one-stop shopping. I t  can s t o r e ,  r e p a i r ,  

20 overhaul, and t e s t  its c u r r e n t  and  f u t u r e  w r k l o a d s  

21 e f f i c i e n u y .  The 1993 BRAC C d s s i o n  recognized the m e r i t  

22 of consol ida t ion  well  in t h e  plannLnq phase.  

Paqe 

1 r v l f  w wel l  a s  a few o t b e r s  a l r e a d y  moved f r o n  lRIS 

2 Al-, Cal i forn ia ,  a s  a result of  BRAC '93. 

3 I miss hope and I don ' t  want t o  aiss my second 

4 bore, Letterkenny, e i t h e r .  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  b e t t e r  ourse lves  

, 5 u s todents  have and w i l l  p a s s  u s  by a s  a r e s u l t  o f  being 

6 rdocated. Por usqle,  because of moving, I am repeating 1 '  7 - *Y grade  f o r  a s-l-. N s  happened because I 
I) didmet hawe rcq-1- I d i d  not hare,  nor was needed, I 9 U113 Y C-Ufornia. I 1 h e  a 1 in 23 y e .  MY 

, 10 " lau is rhich high school reua ion  should  I 9 0  to. where 
I ' 
I 

my f r iends ,  w h e r e  is h . e 7  

I I f  Letterkenny c loses ,  Cbambersburq's main i n d u s t r y  
1 be qope and n o t  o n l y  w i l l  chrabersburg  t a k e  an  econaaic  

114 pl- -. b u t  t h e  f u t u r e  of  chambersburq w i l l  be no more. 

15 TIm f u t u r e  f o r  a and my fe l low s t u d e n t s .  I do n o t  want t o  

I16 qo U u o q h  this emotional r o l l e r  c o a s t e r  aqain,  nor  do  

17 u y b o d y  e l s e .  Thank you f o r  a l lowing me t o  do  my speech. 

18 CRN- COX: Thank you very much, and you have 

19 a r t a h l y  a d r a b l y  represented  t h e  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  

20 Mr. Robeson7 

21 MR. ROBKSOU: Yes. Good morning. My name is  

22 It tchsel  Robeson. I'm am inr-t mechanic tram I e t t e r k e n n y  
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I ask you. t h e  C a n l s s i o n e r s  of t h e  1995 BRAC 

Cmnission,  t o  s u s t a i n  your v o t e  of  conf idence  in Letterkenny 

a s  t h e  plan has been executed on time and on cost. I n s u r e  

DoD readiness,  vo te  yes  t o  save  Letterkenny ?muy Depot and 

continue consol ida t ion .  Thank you f o r  your cons idera t ion .  

CIlNWKXUl COX: Thank you, sir. Mr. Nlttenbouse? 

m. U I ~ l l s W S E :  Good afternoon. -dame Chai-. 

cm- cox: Good afternoom. 

IW. NI~WHOOSB: I am t h e  Paladin p a r t w r s h i p  

champion a t  Letterkenny, and I'm go* to s h a r e  w i t h  you 

today a real success s t o r y  about  gove-ttpg those r e f o m  

opera t ions .  Letterkenny and United D e f w e  conceived  t h e  

Paladin-Boritzer e n t e r p r i s e  to b e  c o l l o c a t e d  on t h e  depot  

back in 1991. I t  -ins t h e  only  such s i t u a t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  

mO even today. This pioneer ing  of p a r t n e r s h i p  h a s  saved  

many tens  of m i l l i o n s  of d o l l a r s  through the waiver o f  

requla t ions  and through t h e  i a p l e P e n t a t i o n  o f  r e a l  

streamlining. 

The Paladin program is  c u r r e n t l y  two months ahead 

of schedule, under budget, and a l l  t h e  v e h i c l e s  have been 

accepted unconditionally,  t h a t  evidences the high  q u a l i t y .  

In a c q u i s i t i o n  I would t e l l  you t h a t  is r o r l d  c l a s s  
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i 1 A m y  Depot. I work with the Sidewinder m i s s i l e s .  ny wife  

2 a l o r q  with my three chFldru and I t r a m s i t i o n e d  f r m  Uorfolk, 

, 3 vFrginia.  recent ly .  we s o l d  o u r  hone, l e f t  o u r  f r i e n d s  and 

f a y  there,  ud b a r e  since pl rcbased  a h m e  in 
-rsburq. 

The u j o r  reason re decided  t o  r e l o c a t e  was t h e  

BAAC '93 dec is ion  to c o n s o l i d a t e  tactical m i s s i l e s  a t  

Letterkenny Arny Depot. We were l e a d  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  

ru a good choice, and I b e l i e v e  it was t h e  r i g h t  choice.  

I f  a l l  of tbe a i s s F l e  systems a r e  t r a n s i t i o n e d  

19ain. t h e  rerdlness o f  a l l  t h e  branches of m i l i t a r y  mmld be 
12 jeopardized da to t h e  down tim rovinq  t h e s e  vpr ious  systems 

13 a l o q  with the i r r e p l a c e a b l e  e x p e r t i s e  t h a t  is  l o s t  due t o  

14 t r a n s i t i o n  a f t e r  t r a n s i t i o n .  

15 Letterkenny Amy Depot is  t h e  only  p l a c e  a t r u e  

16 o r e s t o p  consol ida t ion  can occur. To stop tbe progress  t h a t  

17 is made 

18 uca ld  be a t e r r i b l e  mistake.  Thank you. 

I CEN~RXU COX: m d  you very  much. nr. -7 

m. UXXmNl: Coolliesioner Cox, d i s t i n g u i s h e d  

w s s l o n e r s ,  my n- is  Dave Goo&mam. I am chief  of t h e  

22 Klec t runic  Shops Divis ion  a t  Letterkenny Arny Depot. In  
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performance. United Defense is t h e  developer  and producer of  

all t rack  campact v e h i c l e s  w i t h i n  t h e  DOD inventory  w i t h  t h e  

exception of t h e  m a i n  b a t t l e  tank. 

United Defense i s  c o n s o l i d a t i n g  their C a l i f o n d a  

production opera t ions  in south  c e n t r a l  Pennsylvania,  t h a t  

inc ludes  t h e i r  $3.4 l i l l i o n  f a c i l i t y  a t  Letterkenny. This 

Coarlssion has t h e  unique oppor tuni ty  t o  s e r v e  t h e  best 

i n t e r e s t  of t h e  s o l d i e r s ,  the taxpayers,  and t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  

base by consol ida t ing  all l i g h t  and medim copbat v e h i c l e  

w r k l o a d s  a t  Letterkenny -- t h a t  would b e  depot  workloads, 

excuse me -- bui ld ing  upon t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  p a r t n e r s h i p  wi th  

United Defense. 

The bottom l i n e  here,  I think, is  what I 'd l i k e  t o  

g e t  a c r o s s  is, l a d i e s  and gentlemen, t h e  f u t u r e  is  a v a i l a b l e  

today a t  Letterkenny m y  Depot. Thank you. 

C E N ~  COX: Thank you, and o u r  f i n a l  wi tness  

today, Mr. John Brosky. 

m. BRosKY: Hadame chai rperson  and  honorable 

c a m i s s i o n e r s ,  1 am Judge John G. Brosky of t h e  a p p e l l a n t  

c o u r t  of Pennsylvania. I am a l s o  a r e t i r e d  major genera l  of 

t h e  Pennsylvania A i r  National Guard, and I am t h e  cha i rnan  of 

t h e  Western Pennsylvania C o a l i t i o n  i n  t h e  t r i - s t a t e  a r e a  t o  

L I I 
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save the  911th Air l i f t  Winq and the  Kelly Support Fac i l i t y .  

F i r s t  a s  to the Kelly Support Faci l i ty ,  our 

br ief ing t h i s  afternoon has been al located ten minutes. I t  

appears t o  be ILniru, but real ly ,  it's su f f i c i en t  tire to 

show t o  you the shocking revelat ion tha t  in the doclaent 

given t o  the  C d s s i o n ,  there is  nothing but  e r r o r  a f t e r  

e r r o r  a f t e r  e r ro r  and those are substant ia l .  
Our actual  f igures  and calculat ions  w i l l  show t h a t  

a t  the end of 20 years i f  you accept the  program given to 

you, a t  t he  end of 20 years, the  V n i  ted S t a t e s  Government 

w i l l  s t i l l  be in the  red by 14-plus million dol lars .  And 

then there  is another shocking revelation, on March 31st. the 
Department of Army announced, they want to keep the Kelly 

Support Fac i l i t y  and 85 percent of the  colplereat of those 

folks  t h a t  are there. Now, t h a t  is  an in t e res t ing  
revelation, again, to 11,000 r e t i r e e s  f r m  western 

Pennsylvania, Nest Virginia and Ohio who use t h a t  f a c i l i t y .  
Eonorable c o a i s s i o n e r s ,  i f  this case were in my 

court. I would rerand it r i q h t  back to the pa r t i e s  and so I 

respectfully -st tha t  you, honorable d s s i o n e r s ,  send 

it r i g h t  back to the Department of the  A n y  and l e t  th- 

resolve the  problem. 
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witnesses. And a s  you all how, this is  required by s t a tu te ,  

so i f  you wouldn't mind ra i s ing  your r i q h t  bands. 

(witnesses sworn. ) 

cluulwcra* m: Thank you very luch, w're ready 

t o  begin. Congres-7 Thank you. 

m. VBGOB: I'm Stepben Veqoe, President of the 

Lebanon Valley Charber of C-rce, and a mmher of wr Fort 

Indiantovn Gap coal i t ion.  Before I introduce OUK three 

speakers, let m e  b r i e f l y  s e t  t he  s tage f o r  you. For t  

Indiantown Gap has been a mi l i t a ry  t ra ining ins t a l l a t ion  

s ince 1932. The Gap is  l o u t e d  in the Blue llwatalns of 

Pennsylvania, 20 miles northeast of the  cap i t a l  of 

Harrisburg. 

I t  has served a s  mobilization and t ra ining site fo r  

every w a r  beginning with World W a r  11, and is mu p r i m u i l y  

t ra ining base f o r  the Departrent of Defense. Of the 10 major 

t ra ining areas  in the United States ,  Fort lndiantovn Gap is 
the second most heavily used. I n  1994, we supported 780,000 

man days of t ra ining.  The Gap is a no-fr i l l s ,  lorcost, 
ideally-located and es sen t i a l  r a j o r  t ra ining base. The Gap 

is not redundant and no t  replaceable. I t  is, in fac t ,  one of 

the Department of Defense's well-kept secrete. 
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The Gap is an ideally-located place to t r a i n  
soldiers .  As we w i l l  show you in the mt few minutes, it is 

extremely cost-effective. Now, let le introduce you to the 

aenbers of our delegation. F i r s t ,  Congressran George Gekas, 

representing the 17th D i s t r i c t  of Pennsylvania. C o n g r e s m  

Gekas w i l l  discuss the  ArmyVs recoarandation and his 

perspective on what the  Army is  needlessly givinq up. 

Next, Pennsylvania's new Adjunct General, Briqadier 

General James MacVay w i l l  thorouqhly review the m i l i t a r y  

value of Fort Indiantown Gap, amd review h w  the m y ' s  

analysis d i f f e r s  f r m  w h a t  w e  bel ieve is rea l i ty .  QUl nacVay 

w i l l  a l so  discuss the  M y ' s  enclave theory and o~lplre it, 

a s  well, to rea l i ty .  Next, I'm pleased to introduce 

Congresslan Jim Holdem, f r m  Pennsylvaniars 6th M s t r i c t .  

Congressman Holden w i l l  review h w  the m y ' s  analysis  is, in 

fact ,  so  ser iously  flawed t h a t  it no longer passes the  c a m n  
sense t e s t .  

The Atmy claims, f o r  instance, they can save t w i c e  

what it cos t s  t o  operate the base. W e  doubt it, and think 

you rill a s  well. Finally, i f  w e  have any t i m e  l e f t  a t  the 
end. I ' l l  cone back with a quick wrap-up and conclusion. 

Now. Congressnan George Gekas. 
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1 Now, a s  t o  the  911th Air L i f t  Winq, you're going t o  

1 2 hear a l o t  aboot mi l i t a ry  -- is t h a t  my two rLDutes7 

3 cluuiwm~n~l NIX: I 'M sorry. m t  we would love t o  

4 have your thoughts on i t  in writing, i f  w e  could. 

5 MR. eRDSKY: I w i l l  do that,  but let me j u s t  close 

6 by saying, f o r  the  courtesy emtended m e  here, i f  any of you 

7 should ever  ccme into my court,  I'll give you the sare f ine  
8 reception and I'll give you a pass to g e t  f r e e  you f r a  any 

9 jail  in Pennsylvania. 
10 (Iswgter.) 
11 Cluulao(AII cox: Thank you very much. I hope we 

12 won't need it. This concludes the w&g session of the 

13 hearing today. *e wi l l  begin prcaptly a t  1:30 this 

14 afternoon. Thank you. 
15 (Whereupon, a t  12:20 p.m., a luncheon recess  was 

16 held.) 
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A P T L R W O O N  S E S S I O N  

C t W I o R *  COX: Good afternoon, l ad ie s  and 
gentl-, and w e l c a e  t o  the  afternoon session of the 

regional hearing of the  Base Closure and Realigment 

Comission. This afternoon w e  w i l l  hear presentation f r m  

the s t a t e  of Pennsylvania, which w i l l  l a s t  f o r  110 minutes; a 

presentation f r m  Virginia, which w i l l  l a s t  f o r  100 minutes; 

and a presentation f r m  North Carolina, which w i l l  l a s t  f o r  
20 minutes. 

AS is the case  with all of our regional hearings, 
the  C d s s i o n  has given a block of time t o  each s t a t e ,  based 

on the n-r of i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and the jobs los t .  We have 

l e f t  it t o  the e lected o f f i c i a l s  in each of the  communities 

and the -unities t o  decide how t o  f i l l  t h a t  block of the. 

After w e  f i n i sh  with the North Carolina presentation, there 

w i l l  be 30 addi t ional  minutes t r m  this morning f o r  public 
coment f r m  Virginia, North Carolina and Pennsylvania. 

People who wish t o  speak a t  t h a t  the should have 

already signed up now, ou t  in the lobby, and a r e  asked t o  

l i m i t  theaselves t o  two minutes, which w i l l  be very s t r i c t l y  

enforced. We w i l l  be ready t o  begin the Pennsylvania 

afternoon presentation a s  soon a s  I have sworn in the 
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CONGWSSIRW m: I thanL you. Good afternoon t o  
the members of the  Canaission. 

(Applause. ) 

CONGNsSUhN GBRAs: On behalf of Central 

Pennsylvania, we g ree t  you. 
C H A I ~  COX: Which seers t o  be here with you. 

CoNGResv~w GEKAS: Nl but three people f m  

Central Pennsylvania a r e  here today. My initial task is  t o  
review with you the value of lndiantovn Gap a s  a tr-g and 

readiness center  f o r  the  United S ta t e s  A n y  Reserves. And so 

i f  you w i l l  follow along a s  w e  exh ib i t  up here. t h a t  w i l l  be 

the initial stage of our presentation. Pennsylvania has one 

of the l a rqes t  Guard and Atmy Reserve populations in the 
nation. 

For these dedicated pen and w ~ ,  proximity t o  

Fort lndiantown Gap is  not j u s t  a convenience, but ra ther ,  a 

necessity, i f  they a r e  t o  rensin in the Reserve. Within the  

200-mile radius  of the Gap, there  a r e  nearly 57,000 Reserve 

component members. The Gap is the only t ra ining f a c i l i t y  i n  
Pennsylvania f o r  these  uni ts .  The Gap's location and 

access ib i l i t y  aake the  base indispensable t o  the l a rge  

t ra ining population t h a t  does now r e l y  on. 

I I I 
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Ibe S e c r e t a q ' s  recornendation is t o  'close Port 

I ~ a n r m  Gap, except f o r  minimal essen t i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  a s  a 

O m r v e  -wmt enclave.' That's perplexing. A careful  

m y s i r  of tbe f a c t s  demonstrates t h a t  Port Indiantown Gap 

cammot be placed within the context of this def ini t ion.  The 

e s sen t i a l  paits and tr- i n s t i t u t i o n s  would s t i l l  be 

s t r t i o d  a t  t he  Gap a f t e r  the ac t ive  c-nent garrison 

I c r re s .  Ibe Army i t s e l f  concluded t h a t  it would be cost- 

prodiibitire to relocate  all the t ra ining f a c i l i t i e s  current ly  

-ged a t  tbc Gap to other  DO0 i n s t a l l a t ions .  

Thus. even i f  the  ac t ive  component garrison leaves, 

th, overbead cos t  of runninq the  post and i ts  infras t ructure  
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I Ibe Gap has been cospared, of course. with bases 

2 - g h t  tbe nation. Omlike i t s  ac t ive  Army counterparts. 

3 - Gap's reserve force  s t ructure  is located in  Pennsylvania, 

zammot be moved. These forces  must be supported f roa  and 

. That goes without saying. The Gap 

ow of the most cost-effect ive  Department of Defense l -s 
r i n s u l l a t i o n a  in the nation. As the  s l i d e  indicates, 

J accurate cos t  data shows tba t  over 783,000 mil i tary  t ra ining 

and affordabi l i ty  are what passes muster and gives the  Gap 

the highest mil i tary  value of any Reseme copponent t ra ining 

base in the United States .  

The Gap is a l s o  a very su i t ab le  base. The t ra ining 

which support s t ructure  conducts here is  ui&-ranging, 

diverse, and alss ion essent ia l .  Port lndiantom Gap has been 

the key t o  the readiness of mi l i t a ry  u n i t s  in the 13-state 

area. A t  Port Indiantorn Gap, w e  can f i r e  a l l  of the  weapons 

of a mechanized infantry  division. W e  have one of the three 

tank table  VIII ranges in the Northeast, upon which w e  can 

qual i fy  our tank and Bradley crews. W e  can f i r e  155 

al l l imeter ,  self-propelled, provision a r t i l l e r y  tire-on 
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1 has no value. That is why comparison with d i s t a n t  places has 

2 no relevance. To us, access ib i l i t y  is  the prime value. I t  

3 cones f rca  the  old  adage t h a t  there  a re  three things t h a t  

4 gives value t o  r ea l  e s t a t e  -- location, locat ion and 

5 location. 

6 The Gap is a very accessible  base, located in the 

7 center of a large DDD mili tary  population; eas i ly  reached on 

8 an excellent i n t e r s t a t e  highway syster; and the l e a s t  t ravel  
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1 And followed up by which was addi t ional  tunding, 
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1 -d stLU be there. r)latVs what's odd about the s i tuat ion.  

2 1 repeat. tbe cos t s  w i l l  stFll be there. This undernLnes the 

3 Dcplrhrmt of Defense, its rain a n p a e n t  in this regard. A 

4 NaItional 6uard m u  team has recent ly  studied the post and 

5 oorclodcd, f i r s t ,  For t  LadianMm Gap is  the second most 

6 b c l r i l y  used major trabhg center  f o r  Reserve components in 

7 ebc Onited States .  

8 Second, the entire post  lust be re ta ined a f t e r  your 

9 rrrst b u  been q l e t e d .  Third, the e s sen t i a l  infras t ructure  

10 - m d  bar operations functions of  the post  must be retained. 

e - W r a c k s  areas can be e l u t e d ,  no s ign i f i can t  

. I'd l i k e  t o  repeat  t h a t  -- no 

t i can t  savirqa would r e su l t .  We believe that.  and we I= "" 
14 -eve w e ' l l  be ab le  t o  prove t h a t  t o  you. 

15 In addition, the Army Reserve's BRAC '95 data  c a l l  

16 s u t e d ,  'closure of Port  Ipdiantom Gap w i l l  r e s u l t  in a 

Ll -tanti11 increase i n  the  cos t  incurred f o r  Reserve uni ts  

18 to reach the M n i m g  area  a t  Port Di r . '  And s o  there  we 

:9 hare it. *e have shown in many d i f f e ren t  ways t h a t  Fort 

110 UuLiantm Gap is of high military value. one of the ways we 

111 shew i t  is to have yon review the record of one of your 

22 p r u h c e s w r  BRAC Coaaissions, which so found, four years ago. 

2 a-tional investment in Fort l nd ian twn  Gap, based on the 
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1 target  s h l  taneously . 
2 We have an I l -nt le  t ra ining corr idor  on whicD an 

3 e n t i r e  dismounted brigade can maneuver. We conduct platoon 

4 mechanized and -red drills. All  of the t ra ining our 

5 forces require can be conducted a t  por t  Lndiantom ~ a p .  m e  

6 28th Division converted f roa  a walking infantry  divis ion to a 

7 mecbanlzed division, and is the r ead ies t  of the  e igh t  

8 divisions in the Guard, due t o  the  s u i t a b i l i t y  and 

9 access ib i l i t y  of the Gap. 

10 We have the second l a rges t  Army aviat ion t ra ining 

11 s i t e  in the nation, with sir hel icopter  s h u l a t o r s .  I t  is a 

12 simulator coaplex f o r  a l l  Amy aviat ion in t he  Northeast, 

13 including co~ponent  units.  such as the 10th )(ountain 

14 Division. In addition, we have the  l a rges t  National Guard 

15 aviation support f a c i l i t y  f o r  a i r c r a f t  maintenance. W e  have 

16 710 contiguous square miles of uninhabited, state-owned 

17 terra in ,  throuqh which our hel icopters  can f l y  the  contours 

18 of the ear th  and a t  night, conducting e s sen t i a l  n ight  vis ion 

19 flying. 

20 This is  a nat ional  a s s e t  fo r  Army aviation, the Nr 

21 Force, a s  well a s  Navy and W i n e  Corps f lying units. In 

22 v i t a l  aviation -- this v i t a l  avia t ion t ra ining area  was not 

3 U t a r y  value. Thanks very much fo r  the  brief time you've 

4 q i l iw  me. 

(Applause.) 

CRAI- Colt: Tbaak you very much, Congressnan, 

f o r  your remarks. Gewral.  

BRIGkD1E.R GENERAL H a m :  I'm Brigadier General 

M a y ,  the act ing adjaoct  qeneral of the  Cornonrealm of 

-ylvmia. And our governor, Tol Ridge has asked me t o  

before yon on behalf of the  C-nwealth and on behalf 

of the more than 30,000 and Reservists s ta t ioned in 

au s t a t e  f o r  t ra ininq a t  the Gap. 

Tbe C ~ ~ ~ n r e a l t h  vigorously opposes the  

m c o m e d a t i o n s  of the  Secretary of Defense t o  c lose  

w a n t o w n  Gap because re regard its present operations a s  

17 e-tial to traLniDg and tbe readiness of these soldiers .  

18 we a r e  the  nation's s t r a t e g i c  insurance and must be 

lo x e d  to carry out  t h a t  mission. The Secretary's mil i tary  

t e s  and select ion c r i t e r i a  place the  greates t  value on 

the nrnber of acres .  Clearly, i f  the land is  not 

t o  the force  s t ruc tu re  t o  be supported, then it 
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considered in the past  mil i tary  value assessaent.  Ouc 

bombing and s t r a f ing  r idge can be restored. I t  is one of 15 

i n  the nation, and is  used day and night  throughout the  year, 

with over 1,300 s o r t i e s  annually. This range is in a 

mil i tary  operations area  t h a t  covers most of the  Eastern p a r t  

of the s t a t e ,  and is used on the  National Guard and Reserve, 

a s  well a s  the ac t ive  A i r  Porce, Navy and Marines. 

Both the range and the mi l i t a ry  operations area  are 

national assets .  m e  Gap is a l s o  the most affordable  base t o  

the force s t ructure .  I t  is  the  most cas t -effect ive  of the 

bases with which it was ccupared. I t  is  a bare-bones, no- 

f r i l l s ,  only e s sen t i a l s  place. Si tuated in the center  of the 

s t a t e ,  i t  is the m e t  affordable i n  t ravel  time and dol lars .  

The garrison s t a f f  a t  m i n i m a l  levels,  i t  is the m y ' s  best  

bargain. The Gap is the second most heavily used najor  

trading area  by the Reserve c-nent in the nation. 

Heavy use, I suhr i t ,  is evidence of high value. 

Unlike other Reserve -nent t ra ining bases. every day of 

the year, we have almost 3,000 people on post,  the equivalent 

of a brigade, who a r e  e i t h e r  working, s ta t ioned o r  t ra ining 

here. m e r e  a re  several ac t ive  ccmponent tenants. and m y  

Army Guard, Air Guard and Resene un i t s  a r e  s ta t ioned here a s  
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4 probably more than on any other  i n s t a l l s t i o n  i n  our category. 

5 ms training is  year-round, and all together, saae 15.000 

6 students are trained a t  the  Gap school. Weekend and annual 

7 eraLnLng is conducted a t  the  Gap all 12 months of the year. 

8 Each Thursday, w e  see the a r r i v a l  of our advanced detachments 

9 of b r igades i r ed  task forces, which come f o r  weekend training 

10 on Friday. 
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1 well. 

There a r e  several Reserve component ins t i tu t ions ,  

3 o r  schoolhouses, t h a t  operate a t  Port Indiantom Gap -- I 
4 traininq. I t  has no tank ranges, has poor a r t i l l e r y  f i r ing  

5 force, and w e  only use it  f o r  the  hel icopter  qunnery. 

6 Fort  D h ,  Yew Jersey, is very l imited in avai lable  

7 mechanized maneuver space, s o  t h a t  only o m  centra l  bat ta l ion 

8 can t r a in  there  a t  a t ime .  I t  is  already heavily used, lacks 

9 i n  tank qua l i f i ca t ion  range. I t  is doubtful t ha t  any time 

10 would be avai lable  during the few s-r t ra ininq ronths fo r  

Page 184 

1 br ie f ly  c r i t i q u e  each post t o  which the m y  proposes to rove 

2 the Gap's annual t ra ining.  Fort A.P. Bill, Virginia, is  
3 to t a l ly  unsuitable t o r  mechanized o r  -red mameaver 

17 yellow indicates  da i ly  occupancy. These are the 

18 headquarters, the adPinis t ra t ive  buildings, the  maintenance 

19 sbops, w a r e k m s e s ,  storage colpounds, schoolhouses and un i t s  

11 011 soe weekends, a s  high a s  9,000 so ld ie r s  a re  

12 here. Our annual weekend usage is 288,000 mil i tary  t ra ining 

13 days. 32,000 so ld ie r s  a l s o  a t tend annual t ra ining here, 

14 caaprising 494,000 mi l i t a ry  t ra ining days. They a r e  not ju s t  

15 f r a  Pennsylvania. They come f m  13 other  s t a t e s .  This is 

16 a map of the  camtorment area  of the  Gap. What you see  in 

20 s ta t ioned a t  the Gap. 

21 A l l  these a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  s t i l l  
22 function. regardless of who operates the i n s t a l l a t ion .  The 

11 additional forces. I would a l s o  note  the  *er Jersey M y  

12 National Guard -- t h e i r  brigade does not  conduct its annual 

13 t ra ining a t  Fort Dir, provides the  t ra ining a t  Fort DM, mew 

14 York. 

15 Fort Plcket t  and Fort DN o f f e r  the  b e t t e r  

16 a l t e rna t ive  sites f o r  t ra ining.  But obriously, they cannot 
1 7  s a t i s f y  the  requirememts of the Gap's da i ly  o r  reekend usage, 

18 which I have out l ined in sare d e t a i l .  As you know, Fort 

19 Picket t  is a l s o  on the  C10slng list and could be unavailable, I 
20 o r  much l e s s  des i r ab le  than enclave. For t  DN bar a 

21 capacity f o r  a u a l  training, and uould be orertaxed with 

22 additional troops i f  a war s t l r t e d .  
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red area  shows those a reas  being demolished, o r  those that  

have heen demolished. W e  are all over pos t rode rn  charity. 

The infras t ructure  is under and on top of us, and thus the 

cantorment area cannot be possibly be enclave. I t  j u s t  

doesn't make sense. That's why the Yational Guard Bureau, in 

its study, has concluded that the e n t i r e  post must be 

retained. 

The enclave idea is not  only an inpract ical  one, 

hut it's a bad idea. Conversion t o  an enclave w i l l  mean what 

is s t a t ed  on this s l ide .  We emphasize three things -- f i r s t ,  

the  cantorment area w i l l  be abandoned; second, i r respect ive  

of whether all troops c o w  f o r  t ra ininq go d i r ec t ly  t o  and 

w i l l  l i v e  in the f i e ld ;  and thi rd ,  the proposed act ion w i l l  

have an adverse iapact on morale, t ra ining and readiness. 

The qua l i ty  of l i f e  of our  soldiers  and airren is  a readiness 

issue. 

In fact ,  the  Secretary of Defense has made i t  the 

nu8berone p r io r i ty .  This proposal would take f roa the 

so ld ie r s  all t he  qua l i ty  of l i f e  f a c i l i t i e s  w e  have fo r  thm.  

The so ld ie r s  w r k  all week, and on Friday evening, t ravel  an 

hour o r  two to the Gap, a r r iv ing  a t  2100 t o  2300 hours, and 

must go d i r e c t l y  t o  the  f i e l d  and remain there  un t i l  loaded 
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1 Budget c a n s t r l i n t s  determine h a  luch of the  force 

2 could t ravel  t o  these  d i s t an t  posts.  Our Guard t r a i n s  a 

3 s ignif icant  p a r t  of its forces  a t  the Gap becam of lack of 

4 t ravel  funds, because the Gap is a b e t t e r  sui table  -- it's 

5 much more su i t ab le  f o r  traininq requir-ts. The cos t  of 

6 t ravel  t o  move a 3,500-man brigade task force, with its 

7 vehicles and equip8ent from Pennsylvania to Fort DN, Fort 

8 A.P. Hi l l  o r  Fort Picket t  is  f i v e  times o r  more the c o s t  t o  

9 Mve the Fort lndiantown Gap. 

Soaetimes brigades w i l l  have to make a two-day 1:: journey, nia reduces a 15-day t ra ining - by , ap, 
or 26 percent, and which further increases our cost.  I f  w e  
must move the  e n t i r e  force  ou t  of state, it could cos t  am 

additional $2 mil l ion to $4 mil l ion -re a t  a t h e  wben 

t ravel  budgets a r e  being cut .  

The t ra ining load model used by the  Amy in its 
analysis  considered only through-put and not  the addi t ional  

cos t  of t ravel ing elsewhere. I would point  out  t h a t  t h i s  is 
the only mi l i t a ry  t ra ininq i n s t a l l a t i o n  in the nation t h a t  is 

owned by the  s t a t e  and leased t o  the  federal  government. 

Clearly, you cannot e s t ab l i sh  a federal enclave 

without the consent of the s t a t e .  The unique re la t ionship 
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up f o r  the  truck &ire how. I can tell  you, the  morale w i l l  
i m e d t a t e l y  be affected. Our reenlistment r a t e  w i l l  go down. 

and we w i l l  lose  a l o t  of good soldiers .  

We cannot t r e a t  so ld ie r s  and airmen t h i s  way. 

lacking a good night 's r e s t  w i l l  a l so  increase r i sk  and 

safety  concerns. I cannot see myself o r  any good c-der 

taking away what l i t t l e  qua l i ty  of l i f e  we have f o r  our 

soldiers ,  and I t e l l  you it wi l l  not be done. This simply 

won't happen. I f  the  in f ra s t ruc tu re  is not manned and 

working t o  provide all the required supporting services, then 

the  t ra ining operations w i l l  noticeably su f fe r  in  the 

quality, again adversely af fect inq readiness. 

I f  the l o g i s t i c s  operation, supply and maintenance 

a r e  disrupted. there  w i l l  be reduced readiness and increased 

r epa i r  tires and delays in the delivery of supplies. 

Taxpayers of the nation have made a large investment i n  the 

organization, e q u i p e n t  and t ra ining of these forces t o  bring 

them t o  high standards of readiness. Every aspect of 

t ra ining and readiness w i l l  s u f fe r  under t h i s  proposal. 

The Secretary's enclave recornendation t o  c lose  the 

Gap and all annual t ra ining,  and would send 32.000 soldiers  

who c m e  there t o  f a r ,  d i s t an t  posts f o r  traininq. I w i l l  
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1 was not considered by the Army's analysts,  nor wre the 

2 exceptional cos t s  t h a t  could flow from taking it i n t o  

3 account. 

4 This lease  places a burden on the  federal 

5 qovernwnt t o  r e s to re  the  lands t o  a s a f e  condition and to 

6 coaply with various s t a tu t e s  and regulations. I f  the  lease  

7 i s  terninated. the s t a t e  may not  wish t o  assrue regional 

B l i a b i l i t y  o r  responsibi l i ty  f o r  the  base unless and u n t i l  the  

9 lands a r e  res tored and the outstanding legal  issue is 
10 resolved. 

11 The lease  could s ign i f i can t ly  alter the t imetable 

12 f o r  conpleting the proposed act ion.  The post lust be 

13 operated t o  s a t i s f y  the  daily, weekend operational and 

1 4  t ra inlng requirements of the force. Therefore, there is  no 

15 sensible why annual t ra ining should not continue t o  be 

16 conducted a t  the  Gap. To operate enclave, with all the 

17 turbulence and deqradation i t  would cause, and then pay t o  

18 Dove a l l  of the force  out of s t a t e  f o r  annual UaLPLDg makes 

19 no sense. 

20 I t  is f a r  more expensive. much l e s s  effect ive  and 

21 I s  unaffordable. I f  the C d s s i o n  dete-es t o  adopt the 

22 Secretary's recannendation, I t e l l  you, t h i s  is what w i l l  

I I I 
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- hired t o  replace it. There w i l l  be a rapid  deter iora t ion 

11 f a c i l i t i e s .  There rill be a lack of funds f o r  cap i t a l  

v-t. There w i l l  be a degradation in necessary 

en- and t r a in ing  support. And all of t h i s  w i l l  have 

an M a t e  and adverse iapact  on s o l d i e r  m r a l e  and 

1 re-ss. 

Page 187 

. -. m e r e  w i l l  be a very reduced and l e s s  ce r t a in  

1 f e r a l  hxae stream. The workforce w i l l  be dismissed, and 

1 This is why we strongly urge you t o  continue the  

1U o p r s a t i w  of this small bot superb post  a s  i t  is. The 

.I r-tion before the  Comission does not  pass the  c-n 
. - - sense test. We've had a very successful par tnership  with the  
. - 
2 dap. act ive  Guard, and Reserve f o r  50 years.  We have 

14 -n -- the  Guard, the  Reserve and all who t r a i n  a t  the  

15 sip have received qua l i t y  service  from a qua l i t y  workforce. 

I6 T h i s  base must cube o f t  the  list. Mdaae Chairaan. 
.- The successful par tnership  must remain i n  place, 

-8 matinuoM f o r  our troops and keep us a t r a ined  and ready 

19 f o m .  Thank you very much. (Applause. 

:1) CEAIPlUUNl COX: Tbank you. Congressman Rolden. 

". CUN- 80IDB.: Good afternoon, Cocl.issioners. 

3 I w r e c i a t e  the  opportunity t o  present  testimony today, 
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1 Now. l e t  us return to  the $11 million in annual savings the  

2 m y  has claimed i t  w i l l  achieve by c los i rq  the  pos t  

3 infras t ructure  and dizuissinq the  mployees. W i l l  there  

4 r ea l ly  be a savings? Sowone would need to take over t he  

5 infras t ructure .  

6 The new in f r a s t ruc tu re  would, a*, be f ede ra l ly  

7 funded. The Amy has sa id  the  r e spons ib i l i t y  t o  support the  

8 nany f a c i l i t i e s  on the i n s t a l l a t i o n  which, although Reserve 

carponents, a r e  federal  missions. Therefore, it is n o t  

pract ica l  t o  expect any savings. You can't save mney simply 

by saying you're going t o  s top  paying the  b i l l s .  The Amy is  

simply sh i f t i ng  the b i l l  from the  regular  Amy t o  t h e  Reserve 

component. This is not susprisinq, however. based on the  

quidance the  JUmy base study was given. 

The Amy ins t ructed its analys is  t o  "nLninLze the  

number of major t ra ining areas  focused pr imari ly  On Reserve 

component t ra ining support." And in  i ts  d i r ec t ions  t o  its 

analysis,  it fu r the r  s ta ted,  "considerable overhaul of DOD 

savings could be real ized by maxiaizinq the use of Reserve 

ccaponent enclaves. The r e a l i t y  of the  s i t u a t i o n  shovs t h a t  

the Secretary's enclave proposal is  operat ional ly  n o t  

pract ica l ,  and tha t  the  c l i e n t  savings cannot be real ized.  

Paqe 

1 -we Y a y  of the  eaployees a t  the  Gap a r e  my f r i ends  and 

Z miqhlwn. I would l i k e  to continue our discussion by 

3 tnrrLag to t he  f inanc ia l  s ide  of the  closing. The m y ,  i n  

4 ib  proqram analysis.  claimed t h a t  it would save $23.8 

mil l ion a year by c los ing and enclaving the  Fort. despi te  the  

i tact th t  the  For t  only baa an annual budget of $13.5 

mil l ion.  

I This may have misled the  decision-ralers in 

3 pcvposhq t h i s  c los inq action. W e  challenged this figure, 

0 ' r rc  tba our review d w a r e su l t ,  t he  Amy base study 

dactrd a s e n s i t i v i t y  analys is .  m a t  ana lys i s  projected an 

2 U o n  annual savings ou t  of t he  in s t a l l a t i on ' s  $13.5 Sld, on bodget. W e  bel ieve this ana lys i s  is a l s o  ser iously  

I4 flrred. IsA re bope t h a t  claim w i l l  not  mislead t h i s  

3 r s s i - .  

I6 Specif ica l ly ,  the  scenar io  f a i l s  t o  provide f o r  the  

17 ccst of +be poet infras t rocture .  t he  necess i ty  of which has 

I0 b e e m  presented to you. I t  a l s o  f a i l e d  t o  consider t he  

9 lmbatantial c o s t  of t ravel ,  which the  proposal requires .  

-X Fort  ladiantorn Gap is  the  home of sany f a c i l i t i e s ,  

11 a d r i t i e s ,  Reserve u n i t s  and o the r  users.  These a c t i v i t i e s  

2 r o r l d  mot leave. b e  Anmy has s a i d  these  a c t i v i t i e s  must 
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In l i g h t  of these f ac t s ,  I mould ask you t o  

consider the  logic  behind disrupt ing an e f f i c i e n t  pod cost- 

e f f ec t ive  workforce, who s e l f l e s s l y  serve t h e i r  nat ion -- 
sow fo r  t h e i r  e n t i r e  working l i f e  -- fo r  t he  sake of a paper 

savings tha t  w i l l  never mater ia l ize .  what is the  point  of 

spending n i l l i o n s  of do l l a r s  t o  d l d s s  these  erployees, only 

t o  h i r e  replacements? 

The turbulence amd Lwff ic iency that w u l d  

inevitably r e s u l t  f r m  change in the  present  garr ison 

operations would undoubtedly impact on the  readiness  of the 

thousands of so ld i e r s  wbo train a t  the  Gap throughout the  

year. I would further ask you to spec i f i ca l ly  request t h a t  

the GAO look a t  Fort Indiantom Gap analys is .  Thank you very 

much. (Applause. ) 

CIUrR*aaw Cox: Thank you very much. 

MR. VEGoE: In the  very shor t  time reaalning, l e t  

we put what we have to ld  you in perspective. The Army has  

recombended closing Fort Indiantwn Gap. Barever, as re made 

c l ea r  this afternoon, the  Gap is not  redundant, and ce r t a in ly  

not replaceable. I t s  mi l i t a ry  value is f a r  too high. A s  

pa r t  of the by's close  recornendation. w e  all know the  Gap 

w i l l  continue to  operate a s  a major traFnFng base because of 
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: W, and has recornended they be enclaved. 

2 As you have b e d ,  tbe f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  spread 

3 t h r v q b a t  the  post.  The Amy has a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  t he  

4 t r a h b g  areas and ranges a r e  s t i l l  needed f o r  the l a rge  

5 population of Reserve component use. The National Guard 

5 BPreau Ins mcomended t h a t  t he  e n t i r e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  be 

re ta ined.  The na tu ra l  question t h a t  follows is, what would 

! be the  r e d t  of pul l ing out t he  Army garrison, a s  the  

3 secretary proposes? 

I0 Fort  Indiantom Gap could be conpared t o  a large  

:I of-ce blilding. N1 the  users  of t he  i n s t a l l a t i o n  a r e  the  

2 remters Fa the  building, w h i l e  t he  regular Army is  the  

'-3 w q e m e n t .  The Axmy, by -ding this closure, has s a id  

I4 the occnfmats w i l l  s tay ,  but  t h e  management and s t a f f  who run 

-3 tlr buUdLng w i l l  be d i r r l s sed .  Imagine t h a t  you were an 
1% -t in the  building and went to work t o  f i n d  the  water, 

I7 e l e c t r i c i t y  and sewer turned off ,  and all other  e s sen t i a l  

I9 s e r r i c e s  discontinued. 

What would you do? Naturally, you would re locate .  

u the Anmy bas s a i d  no. it w i l l  c o s t  too much f o r  you t o  

r e .  Tbe Anmy has estimated t h a t  mv inq  these  functions t o  

22 u o t h e r  i n s t a l l a t i on  w i l l  co s t  in excess of $300 mil l ion.  

Page 

its location i n  the Northeast and its proxini ty  t o  57,000 
Reserse caponent  soldiers .  

Those soldiers  simply rust be t ra ined,  and they 

must t r a in  and the bes t  and most cost -effect ive  t r a in ing  base 

avai lable  a t  Fort Indiantom Gap. Also, it's c l e a r  t h a t  the  

federal partnership t h a t  has ex i s t ed  a t  t he  Gap f o r  pore  than 

50 years, throuqh a very favorable lease  arrangement, is t h e  

bes t  option fo r  the Department of Defense, t be  Amy, and 

the i r  partners i n  the Reserve ccqmnent. Clearly, i f  you 

realign the  base t o  another management s t ruc tu re ,  you give up 

too much, and you spend too much mney doing it. 

The federal par tnership  in place  today works; i t  is 

not broken; it does not  need t o  be fixed; i t  is  a nodel of 

t ra ining efficiency. On behalf of everyone in the  For t  

Indiantown Gap coal i t ion,  p lease  taLe For t  Indiantom Gap off 

the list. (Applause.) 

CIIAIWlaRW COX: Thank you very much. I bel ieve 

there a r e  a few questions, i f  you all have a few more 

minutes. Cornissioner Robles. 

-1SSIOWBR ROBLBS: Yes. I have a question. You 

made a very qood arqunent about Fort lndiantown Gap being a 

qood place to  t ra in .  And in  this day of domsizing,  I ass- 

I I 
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tha t  the  Amy's proposal was put  fo r th  t o  save the  base 

operations cost  by moving t h a t  garr ison o u t  of there. And 

you a l s o  s t a t ed  t h a t  t h e  National Guard Bureau th inks  highly 

of Fort Indiantom Gap. So my question to you is, have you 

asked, e i t b e r  thrwqb t h e  Adjunct General o r  through other  

terns, whether t he  Guard would consider running it  

thenselves, funding it; and to g e t  the  repulsed do l l a r s  t o  do 

that.  they would c lose  saae of Chose other  a l t e rna t ive  sites 

you sa id  aren ' t  very good places to t r a in?  

That would seea l i ke ,  t o  me, a proposal. You 

wouldn't have to f i r e  anybody. You would take ?&as and 

Reservis ts  t o  ~ n n  it -- and there's a precedent f o r  Reserve 

running i n s t a l l a t i o n s  -- and l e t  you continue operating 

Indiantom Gap j u s t  the way it is. 

BRIGMIKR 6EMXRAL Ha-: S i r ,  let me answer the  

f i r s t  p a r t  of it by say- t h a t  Governor Ridge is looking a t  

that .  We don't have any c losure  on what t he  back f i l l  would 

be, i f  any, a t  this point.  But t h a t  is being studied. One 

correct ion,  i f  I m y .  I d i d  no t  say t h a t  t he  other  

i n s t a l l a t i o n s  were no t  good places to t r a in .  They were j u s t  

not  suitable f o r  those so ld i e r s  t h a t  have t o  t ra in a t  Fort 

Indiantorn Gap. e i t h e r  due to the  type of t e r r a i n  t b a t  i s  

Page 196 

important t r a in ing  becomes in a place  where t h a t  t r a in ing  has 

been h i s t o r i c a l l y  valuable- That's what I'm saying. A l l  you 

have t o  do is conjure up the  vision, t he  idea  of the 

mobilization t h a t  took place a t  Indiantown Gap f o r  D e s e r t  

Stom. and then you know the  i a e d i a c y  t h a t  is pruvided by 

Indiantown Gap. 

-ss1ouBR RDBLBS: I wss my f i n a l  -t is, 

I don't d ispute  t ha t .  I'll j u s t  say, I agree  with you -- I 
I 

think i t  has g r e a t  a i l i t a r y  value, f r o r  what you l a i d  out. 
I 

But it's a mat ter  of who pays f o r  it. I'm j u s t  say* tbere  

a r e  other  proposals. You could g e t  t he  National Guard Bureau 

t o  s t e p  up and pay f o r  i t  and run it, and you would save the  

mi l i t a ry  value of t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i on .  

CImIRY(IRI COX: Tbank you. Congress -- 
Comissiooer Cornella. 

CCWUSSIouBR OMUllBLU: I've been prorated. I 've 

got  a couple questions. 1 v i s i t e d  the  for t .  and t b m  day I 

was up there, I saw A-10s codnq in and bcmb- and tanks 
f i r i ng ,  and it w a s  r a tbe r  impressive. You s a i d  t h a t  there 
a r e  15 other  ranges t h a t  t h e  A-10s - you didn ' t  say A-10s -- 
but evidently, t i u t  tbe A-10's could use. mere ropld other  I 
locat ions  be in t h a t  region, w i t h i .  tbe Nortbewt region? I 

1 
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there, o r  t o  the  t r ave l  d is tance and c o s t  t o  t r ave l  t o  ge t  

tbere. n o s e  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  a r e  good t r a in ing  in s t a l l a t i ons .  

I t ' s  j u s t  t h a t  re can't  g e t  t o  them. 

CDlMSSIOWgR ROB-: I understand that ,  because ( I 
geography and other  things. But a couple of your 

a l t e rna t ives  - and there's another l is t  you could put up 

there  -- they're not  optimal t r a in ing  in s t a l l a t i ons .  You 

can't  t r a i n  beavy; you can. t train l i g h t .  

BRIGMIW GENERAL ua-: That's r i gh t .  

CXYUISSIouBR ROBtgS: Why can't  we do a reverse  

log ic  and love  t b m  to Fort  Indiantown Gap, and have the 

Guard Bureau look a t  t ha t .  And t h a t  would generate 

s u f f i c i e n t  savings to pay f o r  t he  garr ison.  And then you all 

could run the in s t a l l a t i on ,  and everybody would be happy. 

BRIUDIBR GENERAL UacVAY: I don. t have an answer 

to t h a t  particular proposal, b a t  i ts  ce r t a in ly  one t h a t  could 

be looked a t ,  I would imagine. 

CON- GKIW: One answer that I cow up with 

v i sce ra l ly  t o  that. Catmissioner, is  t h a t  in t h e  B M C  

Comission t h a t  reviewed Indiantom Gap fou r  years ago, it 20 

was detendned t h a t  t he  mi l i t a ry  value in place  a t  t h a t  time, 

which is still the  case, was so  valuable t b a t  it was taken 

- 

Page 

off t he  list. And then, increased inves-t was made by the  

very individuals  who now say i t  should be placed on the  list 

again. 

That, t o  me, is, l i k e  we were saying. an exercise  

in f u t i l i t y .  Here w e  subs t an t i a t e  t h e  mi l i t a ry  value, 

increase  the  investaent,  and now pub it  back on the  list. 

That's crazy. 

CCWUSSIouBR ROB-: W e l l .  Congressman, I 

understand that.  I j u s t  -- 
GEKxi :  what I'm saying -- t h a t  answers 

your question c q l e t e l y ,  because it has a l ready been 

es tabl ished and rees tabl ished.  

-SSI- ROBLttS: Well, 1.11 j u s t  say t h a t  fouc 

Years ago, I was s t i l l  on a c t i v e  duty. And s ince  1991 t o  

now. the  Army, I think, l a s t  tine I reaember a t  the  back of 

my head, as the budget d i r ec to r ,  l o s t  about 40 percent of its 

purchasing power. And s o  I think there's a ccuple te ly  

d i f f e r e n t  environment today -- 
CONGMSSmN GEK4S: But all t h e  more reason, 

Coonissioner, i f  they l o s t  that ,  then the  mi l i t a ry  value fo r  

a t r a in ing  f a c i l i t y  becones even w r e  valuable. The more you 

downsize the  e n t i r e  a- forces  s t ruc tu re ,  the  w r e  

Ace there  q u i t e  a few in  tba t  area?  

BRIGADIER GENERAL WcVAY: Sops in Yew Jersey, sir, 

Virginia, and out  towards Indianapolis.  are the  three t h a t  

a r e  nearby. 

m I S S I -  CORWKLIA: Okay. would they be a t  any 

other  Anny f o r t s ?  

BRlGADIBR GEWBRU W-: I'm Sure there Ire. I 

could c a l l  on in s t a l l a t i ons .  1.r euca there  am^ otlmrs in 
the  United Sta tes .  I a r t  answer a a c U y  w b e r e  they are. 
But I don't know -- one of t h e  g r e a t  advantaqes w e  have is, 
we're t i ed  i n t o  the  ailitaq operat ions  anza that ' s  already 

been approved by the  FAA. 

And these  p i l o t s  could do much wre t m i n i n g  tbao 

j u s t  -- approach t r a b i n q ,  l o w  a l t i t u d e  pop-up t ra ining,  and 

tha t  s o r t  of thing. So it's j u s t  a pe r f ec t  ambinat ion f o r  

us t o  use. And the  cmputer ized -- 
ComIsSIOWBR CMUIBLIA: You want tanks and k l O s  to 

t r a i n  w e t h e r .  They no&ly work toqether  om a 

ba t t l e f i e ld ,  r i gh t?  

BRIGADIER GENERAL Ma-: Y e s ,  sir, they sure do. 

COCWSSI~NBR CDRWBLIA: I know t h a t  a t  For t  Di . ,  I 

don't believe tha t  A-10s train with t h s  a t  For t  Dix. 

page 
BRIGADIER GENERAL H a m :  I don't bel ieve sa, sir. 
CCiUISSI0NP.R C0RJIBI.U: I s m  no t  here to t a l k  about 

Fort Dix. I'm here  t o  t a lk  about For Indiantorn Gap, but  I 

want t o  understand that ,  because you brought it up. You s a i d  

that,  i f  I remember, tha t  you go up to a t ab l e  VIIl on tank 

t ra ining.  

BRIGADIER GBtnm~. ua-: That was tank p r h a r y  

qua l i f i ca t ion  t ra ining,  yes sir. That's - 
COIWIssI- CURNELIA: w e l l ,  you b o w ,  lad I 

believe For t  Dix goes t o  a table VIX. 

BRlGADIW GEWBRU WcVAY: Yo. sir. Tbey have a 

table  VIII course t h a t  is  no t  two standard a t  this tire. 

There is not  a two standard radius .  

CO)PIISSIMIBR C0RJIBI.U: Okay. mere ' s  a 

qua l i f i ca t ion  -- you sa id  they have no t  tank qua l i f i ca t ion  

range. 

BRIGALIIER GENERAL HacVAY: m a t ' s  r ight .  

COCPIISSIONER CORNELIA: Does t h a t  play i n t o  tbe 

table? 

BRIGADIER GENERAL HacVAY: Y e s ,  sir, it does. 

mrptISSIONER CORNELIA: okay, s o  explain tha t  j u s t  

b r i e f ly  fo r  us.  

L J 
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1 B R I ~ ~ D I E R  GENXRAL W-: Sure. Table VIII 

2 m ~ a l l t l c a t i o n  course is one t h a t  has a standard s e t  port,  

.r -- spec i f i c  t a rge t  range, spec i f i c  opening and f i r i n g  

And there a r e  a l o t  of ranges on a l o t  of 

-lation. U*t approach t h a t  s o r t  of a thing tha t  you can 

6 t r a b  crews on, but  you can't  qua l i fy  them because they don't 

1 -t the standard qua l i f i ca t ion  requirement t h a t  Department 

B or the Amy says o w  c r e w s  must have. m a t ' s  a very r ig id ly  

9 prescribed range. 

10 ~ S S I ~  CORHELLA: When you use t h a t  tank 

11 ran-, do you have to shut  d m  any other  ranges? 

12 BRIenDIKR G E J U L  Ha-: lo. sir. Right now, the  

13 sa fe ty  pen does no t  a f f e c t  any other  range. But you m y  have 

I4 displaced sore  indirect f i r e  uni ts ,  but i t  does not  impact on 

15 trlLnLnq in s t a l l a t i on  a t  all. 

16 CcUUSSlMIBR CURNEIJA: Okay, thank you. 

17 ~~hlll*cran COX: mank you very much f o r  your 

18 presentation. (Applause.) W e ' l l  hear next f r m  the  

19 representatives of t he  Pittsburgh Air Reserse Sta t ion.  We're 

20 ready to -in, i f  you all a r e  ready. Before we begin. 

21 b o m e r ,  we are requked by s t a t u t e  t o  put you all under 

22 oath. So i f  you rolrld0.t rLad r a i s ing  p u r  r i g h t  hand. 
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m. HOLSrORTH: Thank you, sir. Good afternoon, 

Commissioners. I would f i r s t  i i k e  t o  introduce you t o  

representatives and wnber s  of t he  Western Pennsylvania 

Coalition who have accanpanied me here today. S i t t i n g  t o  

Conqressaan Mascara's r i g h t  is Judge John Brosky, na jo r  

General. Pemsylvania Air Rational Guard, chai- of the  

Western Pemsylvania Coalition. Next t o  him is lance 

Schaeffer. Steve George is an a rch i t ec t ,  fo-r Director of 

Aviation, Pittsburgh Internat ional  N r p o r t .  Joe  Knapick, a t  

the  next t ab l e  is a Westinghouse engineer, and c e r t a i n l y  a 

COBRA data analyst;  Joe  Poznick. another Western Pennsylvania 

Coalition data analyst;  and Bob Woseline on the  end, a 

Western Pennsylvania Coalition analys t .  

If  I may, my 25 years of experience in the  Nr 

Force, tram Vietnam t o  Haitian r e l i e f  has  ensbled me t o  see  

many f a c i l i t i e s ,  land on aany runways a t  a va r i e ty  of 

a i rpor ts ,  mi l i t a ry  and c iv i l i an .  I have seen good 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  I've seen bad f a c i l i t i e s .  And today, we're here 

t o  t e l l  you about a t ru ly  one-of-a-kind, remarkable f a c i l i t y .  

The s tory  in the  n u b e r s  are, without a doubt, subatant ia l ly  

d i f f e ren t  f r m  tha t  given by the  DeparIment of Defense. 

W a t e d  on the  Pittsburgh, In ternat ional  N r p o r t ,  
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Iwitnesses sworn.) 

Cox: Thank' you very much. Congressaan. 

00.- MASCARA: Good. I would l i k e  t o  thank 

my colleaques f r m  the  Pennsylvania congressional delegation. 

CI iNPJKMW CUX: I f  we could please  have a s  much 

m e t  a s  possible.  I how people a r e  moving around, but it's 

very lrportrat that ue bear. Thank you. 

HASCWm: Thank you. I would l i k e  t o  

thrat my colleaques f r c a  tbe Pennsylvmia congressional 
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I 1 eqation f o r  allowing a t o  be here today, representFnq all 

thwestern Ptnasylvania, f o r  our support of the  911th 

tt Wbq. W e  have v i t a l  m i l i t l r y  reasons f o r  t he  BlUC 

ss ion to reconsider tbe Deparbent of Defense 

14 r-dation to c lose  the 911th N r l i f t  Wing. 

15 Tbesc r e u o n s  are based on hundreds of voluntary 

16 ru b u r s  of research and ana lys i s  f r m  the  911th Winq, 

17 C-ie Mellon university, Robert Morris Colleqe. and 

18 Pittsburgh's major corporations. For this briefing. we a r e  

19 not going to barden you with the  econar ic  hardship the  

20 closing of +his base w i l l  have upon the  people of our 

21 ccamnity. The analys is  of f i nanc ia l  da t a  used t o  a r r i v e  a t  

22 the decision to c lose  the  base is simply incorrect .  

10 

11 I:: 

- - - 
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the fourth l a rges t  land aas s  in the  e n t i r e  country, t he  911th 

N r l i f t  l i n g  f l i e s  and nainta ins  C-130 H a i r c r a f t .  Its 

niss ion is to  provide Reserve forces  ready t o  go a t  a 

nownt's notice, providing a i r l i f t  and aeru8edical evacuation 

crews anywhere in the  world. m e  911th N r l i f t  wing enploys 

over 1,300 Reservists,  with an addi t ional  357 full-tiw 

enployees. 

-st all  a r e  f r c a  the  loca l  -. I n  fact .  80 

percent of them l i v e  within a 50-mile radius of tbe h e .  

The major a i r l i n e  hub a t  Pittsburgh Internat ional  N r p o r t  

makes i t  a valuable hub f o r  experience, personnel and air 

crew recrui t ing.  Our people l i v e  here; re do no t  need to go 

out  and bring them in. The 911th is contLnuously mamned a t  

over 100 peroeat. The Winq cu r ren t ly  has  e igh t  a i r c r a f t  

assigned 1987 models C-130 H s .  

Presently, there  a r e  two more beinq operated and 

maintained by the  911th i n  a s o r t  of reaporary custody 

arranqenent, u n t i l  t he  un i t  in Younqstovn, Ohio, recruits 

enough personnel and r a i s e  enough concrete a s  part of t h e i r  

cos t ly  expansion program. Another a i r c r a f t  is on s t a t i o n  as 

par t  of a several-year modification program, run by the  

lockheed Corporation, which is using one of our three hangers 
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1 The 911th W i n q s  base operating support i s  half  a s  

2 rocb as briefed by tbe Air Force when makbq it. closuce 

3 decision. Its actual  predic ted d l i t a r y  construction is only 

4 onee igh th  that which w a s  given to me in answer to may 

5 questions to tbe Pentagon. The errors go on. This 

6 in s t a l l a t i on  has tbe a s s e t s  necessary t o  expand its ex i s t i ng  

7 f a c i l i t i e s  a t  no cost t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  

8 These expansion c a p a b i l i t i e s  include addi t ional  

9 raap space and acreage. The Nr Force Reserve present ly  

10 enjoys lLlitlry benef i t .  and special f a c i l i t i e s  a t  the  

11 Pittsburgh Internat ional  Airpor t  Nr Reserve Sta t ion t h a t  do 

12 pot d s t  and -ot be dupl icated elsewhere. without 

13 enormous mil i tpry  const ruct ion costs .  This duplication cos t  

I4 w a s  not considered durinq t he  Nr Force analys is .  Our 

15 research c l ea r ly  sbows flaws, a s  Charles Holsworth, President 

16 of Bolsworth & Associates and Pres ident  of the South H i l l s  

17 Chamber of C a e r c e  is  nor going t o  show you. t h a t  t he  

1' -iginal analys is  bas r e su l t ed  in subs t an t i a l  devia t ion f r m  

W D  select ion c r i t e r i a  and fo rce  s t ruc tu re  plan. 

Our analys is  fu r the r  shows "t the  911th Air Wing 

the f i n e s t  Air Resene  f a c i l i t y  in the  c-d today. Mr. 

22 Holsrorth. 
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to  work on all Air Force Reserve and Air  National Guard 

C-130s. 

me wing. a t  no cost. mainrains two environmentally 

approved drop zones witbin 25 miles  of t h e  a i rpo r t ,  allowing 

the  a i r  crews t o  pe r fom ccmbat t ra ining M a t e l y  a f t e r  

take-off -- a bene f i t  not  found most o ther  places, especia l ly  

a t  c i v i l i a n  a i r f i e l d s .  m e  911th comuaicat ions  f a c i l i t y  is  
one of the most advanced in the  country. This $15.1 mil l ion 

do l l a r  investaent is  the  only operat ional  f i b e r  o p t i c  network 

in  the  Air Force Reserve. 

The center  serves  more than 50 f ede ra l  and 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13  

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

cotnunity f a c i l i t i e s  in the  area, including 100 percent  of 

the  Air national Guard requirements. There is no question 

tha t  t h i s  sys tea  improves the  e f f i c i ency  and readiness  of the  

911 and all its users.  And yet,  tNs cen te r  was cusple te ly  

overlooked by the  Nr m r c e  when it came to base c losure  

se lect ion.  I f  the  911th is closed, this camunicat ion s y s m  

is l o s t .  

The Air National Guard and other  agencies w i l l  have 

t o  replace it with t h e i r  own cos t ly  systems. Tbe Pittsburgh 

Guard un i t  a l s o  depends on us f o r  c r e d i t  union, BX, 

gynnasisn, c lub and building f a c i l i t i e s .  They have none -- 

I I I 
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1 another f a c t o r  completely overlooked when the  Air Force said, 

2 c lean k i l l  with w impact on the  Pittsburgh Internat ional  

3 Guard. 

4 J u s t  as you heard from Fort  Indiantom Gap, t h i s  is 

5 not  c o s t  avoidance, this i s n ' t  savings. This is merely 

6 s h i f t i n g  t h e  c o s t  elsewhere in the  government, and spending a 

beck of a l o t  to do it. The state of t he  art de-icing 

f a c i l i t y  with all new environaental standards has j u s t  

recemtly been c o ~ p l e t e d  on the  Nr Force Reserve round. I t  

g r ea t ly  extends the  9 1 1 t h ' ~  operat ional  capabi l i ty .  I t  is 

the  only one ava i l ab l e  anywhere in the  Air  Force Reserve, and 

one of only three in the  e n t i r e  ac t ive  duty Air Force. 

Eventually, every other  base with any th rea t  of 

f reezing w i l l  be forced t o  bu i ld  one. I'd l i k e  t o  point  out  

15 another mi l i t a ry  value t h a t  cannot be overlooked, ye t  one not 

1 6  even contemplated by the  Air  Force -- our c lose  proximity to 

17 the  extensive  Pittsburgh medical complexes. cur government 

18 has established the  MtHS a t  Pittsburgh, t he  four th  l a rges t  

19 such system in the  e n t i r e  country, and something not  

20 ava i l ab l e  a t  many o the r  locat ions .  

21 The planned use of t h i s  sys teu w i l l  bring a i r l i f t  

22 medical evacuation of ca sua l t i e s  to the  911th. wbere they 
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1 could be m e t  a t  Pittsburgh. This plan, t be  911th Base 

2 Comprehensive Plan, was a r e s u l t  of t h a t  e f fo r t .  A golden 

3 opportunity t o  -1-t this plan was created with the  

4 groundbreaking of t he  new midf ie ld  terminal. Up t o  77 acres  

5 could be r ead i ly  ava i l ab l e  f o r  expansion -- the  red and the 

6 blue a reas  on the  s l i d e ,  and I r e a l i z e  i c e s  a l i t t le hard ta 

see. 

30 ac re s  of t h a t  total became avai lable  f o r  use in 

1992, the  red area .  Then was t h e  opening of tbe new a i d f i e l d  

tenrFnal a t  t he  new in t e rna t iona l  a i rpo r t .  The 911th has 

u t i l i z e d  t h i s  capab i l i t y  by agreerant  since then. l a  1994, 

Nlegheny County c u l d n a t e d  t h e  10-year pl-g e f f o r t  by 

offer ing to include these  30 a c r e s  in the  ex i s t i ng  $1-a year 

lease. In addi t ion to +his r e n t  space, t he  increase  h a  

15 dramatically increased our present  capaci ty  to park 13 
16 a i r c r a f t .  

17 There a r e  four  d i f f e r e n t  configurations of nlabers 

18 and types of present  and fu tu re  a i r c r a f t  r eco rended  im the  

19 1988 plan f o r  use of this a d d i t i o d  r e n t  space. From 

20 increasing the  n-r of C-130s t o  C-5s t o  C-17s, and even 

21 nondevelopmental a i r c r a f t ,  l i k e  the 747. *e mom have tbe 

22 addi t ional  acreage avai lable ,  as cootenplated i. this plan, 
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w i l l  then be handled and processed by our own aeronedical 

s taging f a c i l i t y ,  and t ranspor ted t o  t he  extensive c i v i l i a n  

ca re  providers j u s t  n lnu te s  away. This s y s t m  is practiced 

regularly, and was f u l l y  operational,  ready to go i f  needed, 

during Desert S tom.  I t  is here  now, ready t o  go in any 

emergency o r  d i sa s t e r .  

To rerove t h e  a i r l i f t  wing would break this s y s t m  

in ha l f .  And ye t  this disrupt ion was not  even considered by 

the  Air Force. Coa i s s ione r s ,  t he  911th Wing w i l l  s e t  an 

unprecedented standard of Reserve v o l u n t e e r i n .  It is no 

wonder t h e  Air Force relies s o  heavily on the  911th t o  

f u l f i l l  its mission requirements. The 911th forces  w e r e  

there  in Desert Shie ld  and Desert Stom. from deployment of 

a i r c r a f t  and volunteer crews a few days a f t e r  Kuwait was 

invaded, u n t i l  t he  withdrawal of our aeroledical  evacuation 

crews and area  po r t  volunteers a f t e r  ac t ions  were concluded. 

The volunteer Reseme forces  f r m  Pittsburgh have 

ca r r i ed  the  lion's share  of t he  Bosnia r e l i e f  e f fo r t s ,  f r m  

middle of t he  n igh t  air drops over t he  f lashes  of t races  fron 

ground f i r e  below, t o  repeated missions in and ou t  of 

Sarajevo Airport.  A whopping 30 percent of t he  t o t a l  a i r l i f t  

e f f o r t  and r e l i e f  e f f o r t s  of Hurricane Andrew were ca r r i ed  by 
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which aakes Pi t t sburqh Air Reserve s t a t i o n  expansion 

capabi l i  t i e s  near ly  u n l i a i  ted. 

No m i l i t a r y  const ruct ion is needed t o  beqin 

consolidated operations. No new costs .  Instead of closure, 

c a n o n  sense, let a lone good business sense, which y m  beard 

about e a r l i e r ,  would say t h a t  ve should be adding to this 
wing. Cur access t o  those -table f a c i l i t i e s  a t  t he  

Pittsburgh Internat ional  Airpor t  is cer taFaly  unique. There 

a r e  four runways now, f r m  8,100 f e e t  to 11.500 f e e t  long. 

The 911th uses these  a t  absolute ly  no cost .  A f i f t h  runway 

is going to be Wlt in 1998. 

Mil i tary  operat ions  would never cease here  because 

of smething l i k e  a blovn tire on a s ing le  runway operation 

a i rpo r t .  And ye t  scme s i n g l e  runway operation a i r p o r t s  

support a i l i t a r y  Reserve forces .  A foo l i sh  waste of 

resources? I w i l l  let you decide. The 911th is capable of 

handling any known a i r c r a f t  on our ex i s t i ng  ramp space. and 

a t  almost any numbers with t h e  addi t ional  ramp space offered. 

And ye t  w e  a r e  only one of two Air Force Reserse u n i t s  

considered ab le  t o  do so. 

To reach this capaci ty  elsewhere would c o s t  

mi l l ions  of do l l a r s  in j u s t  laying of concrete alone. rhis 

the  911th A i r l i f t  Wing Reserve volunteers,  responding t o  the 

request  f o r  help; t o  say nothing of t he  500-plus Reserve 

volunteers a s s i s t l nq  with the  U.S. Air f l i g h t  427 d i sa s t e r .  

And this is only the  beqinning. Coarissioners, the 

f igu res  show tha t  t h e  911th has responded t o  higher 

headquarters requests on a level  unequaled by any other  base. 

Let's take a look a t  c r i t e r i a  one, two and three. Cr i t e r i a  

one, looking a t  t h e  911th Winq, speaks f o r  i t s e l f .  The 

operat ional  ef fect iveness  of this uni t ,  i ts  missions, its 

f ly ing  requirements, are already r a t ed  the  bes t  in the  Kir 

Force Reserve. 

Purthenurre, t h e  a i r f i e l d  cha rac t e r i s t i c s  and the  

c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t he  911th Wing a t  t h i s  a i r p o r t  i n  Pittsburgh 

a r e  unaatched. The a l leged l i a i t e d  expansion capabi l i ty  

a t t r i b u t e d  t o  this air base by the  Air Force BRAC data  is, 

qu i t e  frankly, wrong. Its conpact physical l ay  out  is very 

cos t  e f f ec t ive .  Everything is  within walking distance, 

buildings well maintained. Right now, the  911th is located 

on 115 ac re s  of land, and can handle 13 a i r c r a f t  without any 

expansion necessary, and post importantly, a t  no cost .  

In 1983, the  Nr Force Reserve began a master 

planning process t o  ensure any required fu tu re  expansion 
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1 capab i l i t y  has been se r ious ly  misrepresented. *a addi t ional  

2 work on the  ramps, taxiways o r  runways is necessary t o  

3 acconnodate any foreseeable  a i r c r a f t  in t h e  future .  Closing 

4 of the 911th A i r l i f t  Winq w i l l  deaand enoraous investment of 

5 Department of Defense the and e spec ia l ly  money to match this 

6 uni t ' s  ex i s t i ng  c a p a b i l i t i e s  elsewhere. 

7 No po ten t i a l  receiving locat ion can match the  

8 9 l l t h ' s  growth capab i l i t i e s ,  bu t  they su re  can be cos t ly  in 

9 trying. When the  i n i t i a l  shock wore off ,  f m  being on the  

10 recornended list, we beqan to look a t  Ooo reasons and data. 

11 I t  was p re t ty  obvious t o  u s  that something ram wrong. nor 
12 could t h i s  base ever  be the  lost cos t ly  t o  operate, t he  way 

13 the Air Force r epor t s  s a i d  w e  vere? Those nlnbers n& no 

14 sense. We beqan t o  ask questions. 

15 first, Nr Force releases, a s  you see  bere, s a i d  

16 Pittsburgh had t o  go because it was the  most cos t ly  C-130 

17 in s t a l l a t i on  based on base operat ing support costs .  The Air 

18 Force Reserve had t o  go t o  c r i t e r i a  four  and f i v e  t o  make 

19 c losure  decisions. I t  soon becaae evident  t h a t  these  f igures  

20 were t o t a l l y  i n  e r r o r  and the  BOS comparisons we n d e  showed 

21 the 911th Winq is ac tua l ly  t he  l e a s t  expensive of all t o  

22 operate.  
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highest t o  the very lwest ne t  savings r e su l t i ng  f r m  

closure. 

Corrected meRA reveals t h a t  the country w i l l  save 

between $6 and $60 million addi t ional  d o l l a r s  by se l ec t ing  

one of these other  bases, o ther  than Pittsburgh - anything 

above the red l i n e  on this graph, t h a t  appears in your book. 

s o  the f ina l  cost  p ic ture  is  not  a t  all l i k e  depicted on the  

Air Force AFMS BRAC '95 analys is .  Pittsburqh is c l e a r l y  a t  

the top in mil i tary  value. and. based upon the  Air  Force's 

own revised data. the  l e a s t  expensive t o  operate.  Pittsburgh 

is not a t  all the  loqical  c losure  candidate. 

I t  j u s t  makes no sense. I beqan, and again, 

emphasize those facts ,  t he  same way Congresspan Mascara 

beqan, and I would l i k e  t o  leave you with this. The gross ly  

inaccurate data t ha t  was used t o  a r r i v e  a t  a decis ion t o  

c lose  Pittsburgh Air Reserve s t a t i o n  is  t ru ly ,  gross ly  

inaccurate. The Pittsburgh Air Reserve s t a t i o n  is a sol id ,  

unique f a c i l i t y  t ha t  cannot be duplicated without enormous 

expenditures. 

The aLnuscule cos t  of fu tu re  expansion a t  this 

a i rpo r t  i s  a once in a life- deal f o r  the United S ta t e s .  

Thank you fo r  your time and patience. Are there  any 
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1 Then, a f t e r  our inquiry i n t o  t h i s  alanrinq inquiry, 

2 the  Air Force replied, and I quote. -its Pittsburgh Air  

' .me s t a t ion  operating cos t s  are the grea t e s t  among Air 

Reserve C-130 operations a t  c i v i l i a n  airfields: We 

Im raked why, substant ia te  t h a t  asser t ion.  On April 7th. 

S, the Mr Force answer was, and I quote, -Pittsburgh Air 

7 Reserve s t a t i on  Fiscal Year 94 MM was $22.83 million, s ix th  

I h l q b t  of un i t s  on c i v i l i a n  air fields: Can i s s ione r s ,  

9 there a r e  only s l x  C-130 un i t s  on c i v i l i a n  air f i e ld s .  

10 In Western Pennsylvarda, what t h a t  means t o  us is 

11 tha t  I t ' s  the  cheapest t o  operate.  The second response was, 

12 and I quote. -the Pittsburqh Air Reserve s t a t i o n  Fiscal  Y e a r  

13 94 RPA was $8.67 million, h ighest  of all: F i r s t  of a l l ,  

1 4  this i a  a tocul ly  inappropriate n l l b e r  t o  be considered in 

15 closure analys is  anyway. Let's consider what Reserve 

16 Pecsonnel Appropriations Costs r e a l l y  wan. and why w e  a r e  

I1  the Nqhest.  

I #  These are the  cos t s  f o r  our people t o  do t h e i r  job; 

19 do the i r  job above and beyond the  required annual tour; above 

20 and bqond the i r  weekend d r i l l s .  What this r e a l l y  means is  
21 tha t  the 911th ass- a l a rqe r  percentage of the Air Force 

22 d s s i o n  than any other  uni t .  R w  can anyone compare data  
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1 l i k e  M a  and treat i t  a s  a w g a t i v e  iapact7  I f  t he  Air 

2 Force wants W change it, it j u s t  has t o  s t o p  ca l l i ng  

3 Plttslnuqh fo r  volunteers.  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19  

20 

21 

22 

4 l'h t h i r d  response was, and I quote, 'Pittsburgh 

5 projected mtrm, a c o s t  avoidance i f  Pittsburgh is closed, 

is $33.58 million, h ighest  by 520 l l l l i o n  of any unit: +his 

7 f igure  is not  m b s m t i a l l y ,  bu t  gross ly  ina rmra te .  me 
8 PitUbargh NK h e m e  s t a t i o n  mi l i t a ry  const ruct ion from 

9 Fiscal Year 95. even projected into tbe 21 century, is  

10 *.uallyonlyS4.414million. W h e n c o p p a r e d t o t h e c o s t o f  

t rpct ion projected a t  t he  o the r  Air Force Reserve C-130 

, the  highest being Youngstown, Ohio, a t  $32.94 million, 

911th f iqures  are ac tua l ly  t he  lowest of all. 

14 Tbe bmse is in g rea t  condition. Required 

15 c o ~ t r o c t i o n  projects  are -(n(ul. With the  Nr Force's own 

16 B a r s ,  Pittsburqh is  t i d y  es tabl ished a s  t he  l e a s t  

17 eqena ive  to maintain, no t  even to l en t ion  the  highest  

18 rilitaq value Fa the -. W e  have questioned COBRA daca 

19 all along. Studles  of the CQBRA da ta  have indicated ntnerous 

20 e r ro r s  i n  tbe analys is  t ha t  have ser iously  skewed the  

21 r e d t a .  Recent congressional inquiries i n  this regard have 

22 b r o q h t  Air F o m  a-ssion t h a t  there  were e r ro r s  made in 

- 
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questions7 

CWIRWOIRI( COX: Cmaissioner s t e e l e .  

CCtUISSIONKR STEELE: I j u s t  have a quick question, 

regarding the  RPA. You sa id  t h a t  Pittsburgh has gone above 

and beyond. I wonder i f  you could address that .  I even 

heard scaethLng before, you were ca l l ed  t o  a c t  in  belpinq 

with tbe U.S. Air crash and o the r  things. I f  you could 

address wbat's dif f e r en t .  

MR. ROLSIIDRTR: I could keep naming everythFng 

we've been involved in, but i f  you vent through every action, 

mi l i tary  action. the  United S ta t e s  has taken -- any disas ter .  

j u s t  about any of them -- Pittsburgh*s been there. And it's 

our people volunteering. volunteering -- and I erpbasize  t h a t  

-- t o  go there on the  c a l l  f r a  higher headquarters. When 

they c a l l  Pittsburqh f o r  help, we go. And now they say, oh, 

t he  mney t h a t  we paid to Pittsburgh f o r  our  people to 

volunteer t o  help  out  makes us t he  most expensive. That's 

foolishness. 

19 CaWlSSIoWBR STl3ELE: Thanks f o r  addressing that .  

20 m a t ' s  all, n a d a  chdman .  

21 CHAI- COX: Crmlss ioner  Cornella.  

22 CaWlSSIowBR CORNELIA: On t he  slide, it w a s  a 
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1 the CUBM, c r i t i c a l  c o s t  figures, such a s  those where 

2 Minneapolis f igures  were appl ied to th ree  other  bases -- 

3 O'Blre. Pittsburgh. and Diagara. 
4 Costs vere s e r i w s l y  understated f o r  sa8e other  

5 affected bases. The so-called l eve l  playing f i e l d  was 

6 anything but level .  The Air Force has promised to supply us  

7 data, updated arvU w s  f o r  each base in the  cateqory. But 

8 our OJBM eqert. have already perfomed corrected - 
9 analysis c o s t  data f m  Air  Force source d o M e n t s .  

10 Serious e r r o r  have been made, such a s  overs ta t iog the 9 1 1 t h ' ~  

11 casDlLications c o s t  element by 170 percent; base operating 
12 ~ r t  cos t  element by 118 percent; Youngstan nonpaymll 

13 RRa costs  is a t  least 12 tbes g rea t e r  than the  f igu re  used 

14 in tbe Air Force Reserve level  p lay scenario. 

15 *bat kind of COBRA data is  that7  The Air Force 
16 Reserve analys is  a l s o  f a i l e d  to consider the savings benef i ts  

17 of KIICM( cos t  avoidance. Pittsburqh has the  lowest 

18 projected KII*XWI budget over t he  - analys is  period. The 

7 ~gstown, Ohio, un i t  is the  highest.  And ge t  t h i s  -- it's 

rmt tha t  of Pittsburgh's. Our s tud ie s  of COBRA and 

supplied by the  Air Force sbor  s e r ious  d s c a l c u l a t i o n s  w 
22 that,  when corrected, show Pi t tsburgh moving f r a  second 
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1 l i t t l e  b i t  hard to  see  the  adjoining ramp space. Could you 

2 point i t  out  on the  photograph, please? Where the  -- 
3 MR. HOIS*ORTR: me bottcm photo r i g h t  here. is  the  

4 Reserve base. The present configuration of t he  base cores  

5 r i g h t  down here. rrris is up in the  very top  corner,  r i g h t  

6 here, of the  e n t i r e  a i rpo r t .  This was tbe  o l d  texminal, 

7 abandoned now fo r  the  l a s t  two years -- an exce l l en t  

8 opportunity fo r  a l l  this ramp space, which was part of this 

9 plan tha t  beqan in 1983. What has happened is, l a s t  year, a s  

10 we pointed out, and ac tua l ly  f o r  the  l a s t  two years, we've 

11 been using this space up here where you see our a i r c r a f t  

12 parked, and in fact ,  one of Youngstown's a i r c r a f t  parked 

13 there. 

14 We've been using this t o  park a i rp l anes  f o r  t he  

15 l a s t  couple years. By agreerent,  the county last year came 

16 out with a fornal docllnent offer ing it, a t  no cost,  t o  the 

17 Air Force Reserve. Well, now we f ind out  why it wasn't 

18 formally accepted, because Pittsburgh was being considered 

19 for  closure. But what's happened is, fur ther ing on the  

20 master plan, this 30 acres  here was extended over. And 

21 you'll see im the plan that ' s  in your books, a s  was indicated 

22 on tha t  one s l ide ,  t h a t  these a r e  teaporary ramps on this o l d  
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3 this concrete apron, all of this, has been offered t o  us a t  

4 no cos t  by Nlegheny County. 

5 CaUISSIOWBR CORWELU: Thank you. 

6 CHAlII*ornY COX: Thank you very much f o r  t h a t  very 

7 helpful and i n f o m t i v e  presentation. And w e  w i l l  be moving 
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1 tenr lnal .  

1 2  TheySre i n  the process of being torn down. ~1 

8 on now t o  the  Kelly Support Center, Pittsburqh. (Applause.) 

9 Nr igh t .  I have l i s t e d  Colonel Burns. W i l l  anyone e l s e  be 

10 tes t i fying7 Conqressman Mascara w i l l  speak f i r s t ,  but  he has 
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1 c-ding control f a c i l i t y .  I t  is, a s  its name indicates, a 

2 support f a c i l i t y .  This is the d s s i o n  of Kelly Support 

been m r n  in. so w don't have to do t h a t  again. Colonel 

Burns, you were sworn in. too. A l l  r iqht ,  w e l l .  w e ' r e  
prepared t o  begin i f  you are. Congressan. 

CMK;RBSSRW MhXAlm: Thank you, C d s s i o n e r .  1.m 

here to demonstrate t o  the  C d s s i o n  t h a t  Kelly Support 

Faci l i ty ' s  v i t a l  contr ibut ion -- 
CBAIIWCHAU COX: Excuse me, 1.m sorry, Congressaan. 

Can va please have quiet7 I know everybody's trying t o  move, 

but we do want to hear. Thank you. 

aWlraBSSQU( PmxAFtA: Okay, thank you, 

C d s s i o n e r .  1.m here  today to demonstxate to the 

c d s s i o n  t h a t  Kelly support Fac i l i t y r s  v i t a l  contribution 

3 Faci l i ty .  me area supported includes Western Pennsylvania, 

4 a l l  of Ohio, and West Virqinia. Information provided to your 

5 comission indicated only western Pennsylvania as the area 

6 supported. 

7 In addition, important tenants, the OM, the AVBS 

8 and the GSA plebe mdntenance f a c i l i t y  were not included. 

9 The l a t t e r  is located on land d e s i p a t e d  in the proposed 

10 realignment f o r  disposal.  These are the  people who w e  
support. We support naarly three times more people than 

infornation provided t o  your c d s s i o n  iodicated. These a re  

sane of the things t h a t  we do, a s  Congreslllaa Wscara said, 

quietly, e f f i c i en t ly ,  and a t  l i t t l e  cost.  

I would l i k e  t o  point  ou t  the nrrber  of supply 

transactions processed each year - over 292,000. This is  
indicat ive  of the absolutely critical support to the 

forces in our  region, which cannot be reasonably provided 

through other  a l ternat ives .  a s t o r y  tells tbe s to ry  of Kelly 

Support Faci l i ty .  When a crisis arose, Kelly Support 

Fac i l i t y  m e t  the  challenge, wv iog  46 units to t h e i r  

mobilization s ta t ions .  Support was not j u s t  provided to M y  

t o  our nation's defense. W e  cannot overlook the  f a c t  t h a t  

Kelly Support Fac i l i t y  does have an extremely important ro l e  

Ln supporting OIU armed forces in this region. And t h a t  its 

responsibi l i ty  is growing a s  the  force s t ruc tu re  is changing. 

The Relly Support Faci l i ty ' s  inclusion on the  base 

real iqroent  and closure  list is  not in our nat ionre  best 

in t e res t .  (rpr conclusions are three-fold. F i r s t ,  the Kelly 

Support Fac i l i t y  provides e s sen t i a l  support to & forces 

whose readiness is  v i t a l  to our  nat ional  defense. me 
faciLi ty  does a major job, quiet ly ,  e f f i c i en t ly ,  a t  l i t t l e  

cost .  This f a c i l i t y  is a r ea l  bargain f o r  the American 

t.axpaye=. 
Second, the  data  presented in the COBRA realignment 

S- w a s  incorrect .  Corrected data w i l l  show a 

s ign i f i can t  reduction on the  re turn on i n v e s b e n t  f o r  the 

proposed real iqroent .  In fact ,  the  re turn on investment is  

more than o f f s e t  by the  deqradation of support t o  the  

mi l i t a ry  forces  in this region. Third, force  s t ruc tu re  

decisions driven by changing ro le s  and missions f o r  our a- 

forces have resul ted in change t o  the  c-d and control 

organization of our Reserve component forces. 

The 99th Anay Reserve C a r w d ,  the  priaary tenant 
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uni ts .  

Within hours of Iraq's a t t ack  i n t o  Kuwait, ra t ions  

were being i s sue  to air crews, which flew out  G r e a t e r  

Pittsburgh Internat ional  N r p o r t .  This cha r t  r e f l e c t s  

incorrect  infoxnation used in the i n s t a l l a t i a n  assesrmnt .  I 

would l i k e  t o  highl ight  the percentage of perrapenc 

f a c i l i t i e s  -- 99 percent, a s  opposed t o  none. The f a c t  t ha t  

nearly all of the f a c i l i t i e s  are permanent, as opposed to 

none, cer ta inly  would have had a bearing on the decision- 

makers. 

I would a l s o  l i k e  to point  ou t  the square footage 

of supply and s torage f a c i l i t i e s  -- over 93,000 a s  opposed t o  

200 square feet .  A support f a c i l i t y  without storage and 

supply f a c i l i t i e s  would ce r t a in ly  be of l i t t le military 

value. Bovever, this is not  the case with Kelly Support 

Faci l i ty .  This cha r t  depicts  s ign i f i can t  discrepancies in 

the cos t  savings f o r  the proposed real ignrent .  Personnel 

savings have been great ly  overs ta ted f o r  a n o b e r  of reasons. 

Continued costs  f o r  moving 30 people t o  Fort  DN, 

New York, were not factored into t he  equation, nor w e r e  the 

cos t s  f o r  re ta ining a m a i l  f a c i l i t y  s t a f f  and contract  

representatives f o r  a aaiotenance f a c i l i t y  which w i l l  reraia 
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a t  the ins t a l l a t ion .  Average salary used in the analysis  was 

overstated by over a million do l l a r s  a year. m e  c o s t  f o r  

re ta ining the  Valley Grove aaintenance f a c i l i t y  and a student 

f a c i l i t y  a t  Camp Dossen, west Virginia. m e  bo t t a r  LCw, 
Carrissioners, is t h a t  the 20-year n e t  present value has been 

grossly overstated. 

In fact ,  the  i n i t i a l  investment f o r  the proposed 

realignment w i l l  not have been recovered w i t h i n  t he  f i r s t  20 

years. And s ign i f i can t  cos t s  must now be passed on to 
tenants renaining a t  the  f a c i l i t y  f o r  base operations which 

must continue. The proposal before your coaaission removes 

the current  workforce with no plan o r  funds fo r  the 

continuation o r  replacement of the  services  provided. The 

exper t ise  t o  provide these services  res ides  with the current  

workforce. 

I t s  r-val w i l l  only serve t o  cause t u m i l  and a 

severe deqradation t o  the support required. This char t  

depicts  redesignation of the 99th Army Reserve c-d a s  a 

Reserve support c-d. With this vas t  increase in 

responsibi l i ty  fo r  the  99th. a responsibi l i ty  f o r  maintaining 

the  conbat readiness of nearly 10 percent of all forces in 

the United S ta t e s  Anmy Reserves, it j u s t  doesn't make sense 
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a t  the Kelly Support Fac i l i t y  is being reorganized a s  a 

Reserve support c-d with responsibi l i ty  f o r  maintaining 

the  readiness of nearly three  t imes a s  many forces a s  they 

have now. I s  it prudent t o  jeopardize the  support base f o r  

these forces7 Assuming the  realignment is t o  proceed, the 

Army has now proposed the disestablishment of the  comissary 

and PX on the base, which w i l l  a f f e c t  our 40,000 r e t i r e e s  and 

dependents. 

This act ion is a t o t a l  disregard f o r  the  servicenen 

and wcaen i n  aetropol i tan Pittsburgh area, which proudly has 

a high per capi ta  enlistment of our young adul ts  in the 

mil i tary .  ~t this tiw, Colonel Rodney Burns w i l l  develop 

the f a c t s  which support these conclusions. Colonel Burns 

c a r w d e d  the Kelly Support Fac i l i t y  from 1990 u n t i l  h i s  

re t i reaent ,  and is  exceptionally qual i f ied t o  present the 

f ac t s .  Colonel. 

COIDWBL B m S :  Thank you. Congresspan, 

Ccuaissioners. 

C ~ I A I ~  COX:  hank you, colonel.  

COumgL B m s :  During the BRAC process, Charles 8 .  

Kelly Support Fac i l i t y  was canpared with Arny cananding 

control i n s t a l l a t ions .  Kelly Support Fac i l i t y  is not a 
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Z 4  colple te ly  inval idates  the in foma t ion  before you. I t  would 

15 bc a tra-ty t o  allow Kelly Support F a c i l i t y  t o  reaaLn on 

16 tbr BRAC iist with such broad data, and t o  allow t h a t  

May 4,1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

- r A t i o n  to go forvard t o  t he  President.  Conqress and 

-8 thr American people. 

L9 We are asking you, t h e  Cornission, t o  renove Kelly 

LYJ -rt Fac i l i t y  from the  m C  list, and t o  put the  b a l l  back 

2 L.tD the  court into w h i c h  it belongs -- with the  Deparment 7 of Dcfewe. The Department of Defense has t h e  author i ty  and 

Paqe 223 1 : to d e  away t h e i r  support bse. 

' I  c d s s i o n e r s ,  the  infornat ion I've provided is 

l l s e d  on the  COeRA nrmry, which e l u a t e s  128 c i v i l i a n  

t i o u  a t  Kelly Support F a c i l i t y  by the  year 2001, and 

tbe area  support mission t o  For t  D n n .  New York. nearly 

0 me, away. Recently, we have received an implementation 9@=- 
- p L u  which is a vas t  departure from the  infornat ion before 

I y m  h t t e e .  

I t  appears t h a t  the  m y  now recoqnizes t h a t  t he  

U area m r t  mlssion cannot be ccap le t e ly  supported f r m  Fort 

1 D m  as the Iq l emen ta t ion  plan calls f o r  re ta ining a 

2 s-tll~ a t  Kelly -rt Fac i l i t y ,  with a s ign i f i can t  

3 p o d o n  o t  its -rent wrk fo rce .  C d s s i o n e r s ,  this 

14 p r io r i t y  a s  t h i s  world-class f a c i l i t y  roves  to p r iva t e  

15 sector.  

16 T h i s  national a s s e t  is unique because it is  the  
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1 allowing me a few aLnutes t o  s t a t e  my concerns on the  inpact  

2 of the  Navy and, I think, t he  Air Force, i f  t he  d y n d c  

3 f l i g h t  simulator a t  wanrlnster is not  properly t ransi t ioned 

4 t o  the pr ivate  sector.  I believe i n  your w r d s  t h a t  a r e  on 

5 the  next page t o  the  realignment report,  t a lked  t o  t h e  

6 importance of maintaining this requirement and capab i l i t y  t o  

7 jus t i fy ing maintaining access. 

8 very quickly, the  requirement f o r  both services  to 

9 perfom these functions, and with both Brooks Nr Force Base 

10 and North w-ster closing, the very real po ten t i a l  exists 
11 f o r  not aeeting these critical requi-ts t h a t  I 've listed 

12 a t  the  top of the  slide, especia l ly  k i n q  t h i s  time of 

13 turnover. A seamless t r ans i t i on  must be the n-r one 

17 only high-speed susta ined f l i g h t  shmla t ion  c a p a b n i t y  f o r  

18 current and future  f i g h t e r  a t t ack  a i r c r a f t ,  a s  well a s  the  

19 evaluation of f l i g h t  e q u i p e n t  and cockpit conf igurat ions  in 

20 the actual environment t ha t  they w i l l  be used. The m l l i t a q  

21 value of the D R  is out l ined in t h i s  and the following s l i de .  

22 m i l e  all very valuable, I pa r t i cu l a r ly  would d r a m  

I 

thr obliqation to ra t iona l ly  analyze the  mission and t o  

pnwide  for  the wst e f f i c i e n t  organizat ion t o  accmpl i sh  

that mission. C d s s i o n e r s .  I apprecia te  your time and this 

aolcludes my br ief ing,  and I'd l i k e  t o  answer any questions. 

CIIAI- COX: I bel ieve Commissioner Kling has a 

-tiom. 

cow nu^ B ~ U S :  c d s s i o n e r .  

IXUIISSLOIW m G :  Y e s ,  sir. You know, there  a r e  - major di f ferences  here, a s  you're pointing out.  

COUXIBL BURNS: Yes. sir. 
CQUISSIONJ%R XLING: Emt vou're showinq tha t  the 

r of square f e e t  -- we have f igu res  t ha t  show 200,000 1 f e t  - o r  200. 

COIl).111 BmUS: ZOO square fee t ,  yes, sir. 
-931- KLI1)6: A n d  you're saying 93.000. 

CDLOtIXL BURNS: That's co r r ec t ,  sir. W e  have 

93.000. 

m M S S l O I W  XLIIIG: That's a big difference. 

COL4mEL emus: I t  spre is, and l i k e  I s a i d  -- 
CWUISSIOIW KLIIG: 93,000 of t he  square f e e t  t ha t  

Fm say is correct .  And a l s o  that 99 percent are used a s  a 

m e m t  - 99 percent of t h a t  93.000 is used pe-ntly a s  
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a t a c i l i t y ?  

COIl).111 BmUS: That's 99 percent of all of t he  

f r c i l l t i e r  on the pos t  pre pe-t f a c i l i t i e s ,  sir. 

CWUISSIOIW ICtln~: Right, of t h a t  -- s o  it would 
be 99 pement of t h a t  93,000. 

CO-L B w S :  Yes, sir. 

COIMSSIONER KLIn6: Okay. 

C f l n I ~  am: thank you very much. It's been 

r e q  in teres t ing.  

COIJXEL BmUS: Thank you very much. and we'll be 

glad t o  respond t o  any other  quest ions  through y w r  s t a f f .  

(rrFglaox. 1 
m- Cox: M w i l l  now be moving on, quickly, 

I bope, to tlle naval Nr Warfare Center a- 
L5 CatrifagelOyDslic F l igh t  Simulator, Warainster, 

16 Pemmsylvznia. Okay, i f  you're prepared. Mr. Taylor, I need 

I7 to n e a r  you in. Thank you very much. 

18 (witness s w r n .  ) 

CRN- COX: Thank you, we're pleased t o  hear 

y m  today. 

m. T-: m- md-, d i ~ t i n W S M  

2 2 - d s s i o w r s ,  I apprecia te  t h e  opportunity today f o r  
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your a t tent ion to the  t h i r d  bul le t .  and the  capab i l i t y  to 

look a t  the f l i g h t  envelope expansion f o r  t he  F-14 in the  mid 

'80s. Not only does this allw f o r  examination of 

potent ia l ly  danqerous acquis i t ional  cycles  f o r  f l i g h t  

r e g h s ,  but  a l s o  a t  what path the  f l i g h t  gets flown. A s  we 

l iken the acquis i t ion cycle  of mew, highly capable, bu t  

expected veapons systems, t he  D R  seers a very reasonable way 

t o  a l so  reduce risk. a s  well. 

Another i t e m  is the  G-tolerance hprov-t 

traLRing for  our Bast Coast Air A t l an t i c  p i l o t s  is another 

t r i bu te  t o  the a b i l i t y  of this f a c i l i t y  t o  allw our war 

f igh te r s  to more sa fe ly  t r a i n  as they're in f l i g h t .  In  

s-, and this is something t h a t  I was ac t ive ly  involved 

in, the  '93 closure of the  North Trenton removal of t he  

proposal workload to Tollahama, Tennessee, -red. I th3nk. 

because the  C d s s i o n ' s  conclusion was that  the grea t e r  

capabi l i ty  e x i s t s  in rull-. 

I see  a very s i m i l a r  pa ra l l e l  to both the services  

and industxy benefittLng from a s ing le  i a t e r se rv i ce  and 

pronotional center  of excellence. In my estimation, t h a t  

would c l ea r ly  be the WanrLnster Dynaric F l i g h t  Simulator. 

And i n  your b r i e f ,  you have a s l i d e  t h a t  compares those 
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things, but I'm not goinq t o  discuss  thea  bere. B u t  in 

closing. the  wording in your r epor t  recoqnized the deep Deed 

f o r  t h i s  capabi l i ty .  

I t  is  my ~ d a t i o n  tha t  until p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  

-s o p e r a t i o d ,  that t h i s  C d s s i o n  t ake  t h e  

appropriate act ion to provide in ter im support to ensure 

in terservice  requirements are let. Thank you. I'm ready to 

ansver your questions. 

C k l N m  COX: Thank you very much. Are there  

any questions? I bel ieve you've answered thea  a l l  in a very 

shor t  period of time. Thank you. (Applause.) Next, we w i l l  

hear f r c a  the  c i t y  of Philadelphia, Defense Indus t r i a l  

Support Center. (Applause.) Hayor Rendell? 

W O R  REnUl5I.I: Yes. 

CHAlraoCan COX: I f  you're ready, while we're 

passing out notebooks, r e  could give you the  oath. 

WAYOR RENDELL: Okay. 

CHAIraoCan COX: Thank you very much. 

(Witness sworn.) 

cHhIIWaRI( COX: Thank you very w c h ,  sir, and 

we're pleased t o  bave the  opportunity t o  hear f r m  you this 

atternoon. 
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2 C d s s i o n .  I can honestly say t h a t  I am so r ry  to be back. 

3 1 had the  occasion -- f o r  a l l  of you who a r e  new t o  the  

4 Ccrnlssion -- I had t h e  occasion t o  t e s t i f y  f o r  C d s s i o n e r  

5 Cox in  1993. And I w i l l  t a lk  about t he  f a c t  t ha t  we are 

6 back, and we're a l i t t l e  angry Umt we're back. But 1.11 

7 discuss  t h a t  a s  I g e t  i n t o  my reaarks, but  it is good t o  see 

Base Realignment & Closure Multi-pageTM May 4,1995 

I 1  

B Ccrnlssioner Cox again. 

COX: Thank you. I t ' s  good to have you 

I0 back, a t  l e a s t  under some c i r cms tances .  I 
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-OR RBWDBLL: Good afternoon, mabe r s  of the  

RBIODBII: Today we're qoinq to present  

testimony about four  defense f a c i l i t i e s  in our  c i t y .  But l e t  

m e  start by ta lking about econar lc  inpact.  Yo c i t y  in the  
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1 Department e s sen t i a l l y  t r ans fe r s  t he  ICP functions of DISC 

1 4  United S ta t e s  of Alerica has suffered the  impact of t he  BRAC 

15 process more tban t h e  c i t y  of Philadelphia. The c i t y  of 

16 Philadelphia is  the  only -- and I repeat,  t he  only -- c i t y  in 

17 the  United S ta t e s  to su f fe r  job lo s ses  and f a c i l i t y  c los ings  

18 in each and every one of t he  four  BRACS. 

19 And I w i l l  d e l inea t e  those in a second. In BRAC 

20 '93, there  were almost 12.000 jobs ordered closed in four  o r  

21 f i v e  d i f f e ren t  f a c i l i t i e s  in P h i l a d e l m a .  W e  prepared a 

22 plan t o  consol idate  three of those f a c i l i t i e s  a t  one location 
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in Philadelphia. and t h a t  p lan was accepted by the  BRAC 

C o l i s s i o n  unanimously. And ye t  we're back here  today with 

recomendationrr t o  c u t  aga ins t  the  gra in  -- s ign i f i can t ly  

aga ins t  t he  g ra in  of what was decided unanimously by the  BRAC 

'93 Comaission. 

In  1988, Philadelphia l o s t  the  naval hospi ta l  and 

600 jobs a s  a result of BRAC in 1988. In  1991. Philadelphia 

suffered the  c los ing of t he  naval shipyard s t a t i on ,  causing 

us  t he  l o s s  of 12.000 direct jobs and 36.000 LndCrect jobs. 

Our naval shipyard was closed. even thouqh, a t  t he  t i m e ,  i t  

w a s  t he  only government naval shipyard turning a p r o f i t  i n  

t he  United S ta t e s  of Alerica. In 1993, f i v e  f a c i l i t i e s  were 

closed, cost ing us  1,800 jobs. And a s  I said, three  other  

f a c i l i t i e s  were going t o  be consolidated ou t  of t he  c i ty ,  

vhich would have c o s t  us  t he  l o s s  of an addi t ional  8,300 

jobs. 

And this year, t h e  Defense Department has 

recomended, e s sen t i a l l y .  c los ing four  m o r e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

cos t ing us 702 jobs d i r ec t ly .  And most importantly, and most 

c rue l ly  of all, laying off  1,800 people with no job r ights ,  

in a s i t ua t ion  where tha t  d id  no t  have t o  happen. I would 

ask you t o  look, a s  a frame of reference, t o  the  aap tha t  i s  

2 out of Philadelphia. And then this es t ab l i shes  DISC, 

3 although i t  ind ica t e s  t ha t  f o r  t h e  c i t y  of Wiladelpbia, wll 

4 up t o  a t  l e a s t  1,100 jobs t h a t  were cu r ren t ly  held  a t  DISC 

5 w i l l  go down t o  South Philadelphia to the  Defense Personnel 

6 supply Center. 

7 So a s  a c i t y ,  we do n o t  su f f e r  an e n o m u s  amount 

8 of job losses  in this one category. The t o t .  es t ina t ed  by 

9 D m  is 385. But what happens when you use  t b e  tern, 

10 dises tabl ish ,  is  t h a t  these cnployees who have served the  

11 United S ta t e s  goverrment well, who everyone can see  have done 

12 an increasingly more e f f e c t i v e  job year  by year  by year -- 
13 these employees a r e  l a i d  off  u i t b  no job r iqh t s .  Their 

You heard Governor Ridge t e s t i f y  a t  t he  beqinninq 

t ha t  the  s t a t e  of Pennsylvania has suffered the  second 

highest  l o s s  of any state in the  Union i n  terms of overal l  
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included in tab om, r i g h t  behind my openlng reaarks. The 

f a c i l i t i e s  we a r e  going t o  t a l k  about today a r e  located in  

three  a feas  of the  c i t y  of Philadelphia. 

The Philadelphia naval base, which you see  a t  the 

t i p  of t he  southern end of our c i t y ;  DPSC, the  Defense 

Personnel Supply Ceater, which immediately south of the  naval 

base; and up in the  nor theast  sect ion of Philadelphia, ASO, 

the  Aviation Supply Office, which is not a f f ec t ed  by any of 

the  Defense Depa rmnt ' s  recoanendation; DISC, which is 
d r m t i c a l l y  a f f ec t ed  by these  recomendatione; and NATSF, 

which 1s a l s o  a f f ec t ed  by these  rec-dations. 

jobs. I f  you ac tua l ly  look a t  i t  in terns  of l o s s  of 

percentage of jobs f o r  t h e  jobs w e  have o r ig ina l ly  had, 

Pennsylvania has suffered the  g rea t e s t  job lo s s  of any s t a t e  

i n  the  Union. me c i t y  of Philadelphia has absorbed 75 

percent of t he  job lo s ses  of the  s t a t e  of P e ~ s y l v a n i a  -- 75 

percent.  

I want t o  start by ta lk inq about the  Defense 

Indus t r i a l  Supply Center, DISC. This order by the Defense 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

r iqh t s  are te-ted. They w i l l  have to compete f o r  the  new 

Jobs a t  DPsC. ~d t h a t  was, in my judqnent, a mistake by 

Dm. 

And I would call your a t t en t ion  to two l e t t e r s  in 

t a b  two, excuse re, in tab one, s e n t  to pe by M r a l  Straw. 

who is in cumand of Dm. The f i r s t  l e t t e r  is  to me, and is  

dated April 18th. 1995. A n d  I would jus t  draw your a t t en t ion  

t o  the t b i r d  paragraph, and I want to read an excerpt. It 

says, - I f  our BRAC proposal is  approved, w e  w i l l  start 

Page 

i m e d i a t e l y  t o  m v e  weapons systems and mi l i t a ry  

specif ica t ion i t e m s  ou t  of DISC, m we love  caercial 

in to  DISC. The DISC erployees, who have bee. managing DISC 

weapons systems i t e m s ,  w i l l  be offered jobs managing incolFnq 

comercia1 i t e m s .  In a worst case  scenario, ne t  l o s s  jobs of 

DISC w i l l  be 385, n o t  1,500.- 

CWIiuuuAlI COX: Wr. Mayor, I do know tbat you're 

going over a l i t t le b i t  na. You do bave some t h e  later, 
would you l i k e  us to j u s t  take i t ?  

MAYOR RBNDBLL: Y e a h ,  I was budgeted f o r  f i v e  

minutes, and Secretary lrebaan is  no t  qolng to be here, so  

w i l l  you ask the  timekeeper to extend re to seven mimutes? 

Ck~~IiuuuAlI COX: a, ce r t a in ly ,  and you have some 

more time l a t e r ,  too. i f  you want to take  it out.  Ye base 

you l i s t e d  a s  -- 
MAYOR RBWDBLL: Right. I 'd be happy to take tha t  

out. 

CWI- COX: G r e a t ,  thank you. 

UAYOR RBNDBII: In a second letter, dated llarrh 

31st, 1995, t o  congressman Borski, Mral Straw says, a t  the  

bottom of the second paragraph, -That rec-dation c rea t e s  

two weapons systems supports ICBs. one in Richmond and the  
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other in Colwnbus, and a s i n g l e  t roop and general s u m r t  ICB 

in  Philadelphia. Philadelphia was se l ec t ed  a s  our -midl 

center  because, among other  things, it has  developed I 
outstanding expe r t i s e  i n  executing c-rcial p rac t i ce s  and 

support arrangements over the l a s t  f i v e  years. The r e s u l t  i s  

a worst case  n e t  l o s s  of 300 m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l i a n  jobs in 

Philadelphia: 

I've spoken t o  Admiral Straw a s  recenLly as 
yesterday. And based on t h a t  conversation, w are asking 

today -- and I think i f  you check with Admiral Strrr, be v i l l  

not oppose th i s .  We a r e  asking t h e  BRAC C d s s i o n  t o  change 

the  Defense Department's order,  d i se s t ab l i sh tnq  DISC t o  use 

the  tenminology tha t  you a r e  merging o r  real igning DISC into 

DPSC. m a t  v i l l  save the  jobs of these  good people who have 

done an extremely e f f e c t i v e  t a sk  f o r  our federal  govenuent.  

(Applause.) 

Secondly, t he  BRAC recornendation says that the 

DPSC, which was scheduled t o  m v e  t o  the  Northeast s i t e ,  i f  

Conrissioner Cox remembers, a l l  of our three bas i c  f a c i l i t i e s  

were qoinq t o  be consolidated t o  t he  Northeast site, because 

i t  would achieve tremendous savings from j u s t  a 

consolidation. mD r e c a w n d a t i o n  says t h a t  DPSC w i l l  not  

I 
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: mrc in '97. it w i l l  s t ay  u n t i l  '99 t o  avoid short-term 

' I ---tion costs .  You w i l l  hear  testimony from us t h a t  

v i l l  sot save us any do l l a r s  a t  all, because the  c o s t  of 

'mc q OPSC in a separate  f a c i l i t y  in South Philadelphia is 

ly  greater  tban t he  short-term construction costs .  

So we want t o  go back t o  BRAC '93, in 1997 

- e-7 together in the  Northeast i n  Philadelphia -- DPSC, 

3 DIP= d ILSO. Secondly, the  Naval Surface Warfare Center -- 
+ a. h o w ,  re were scheduled t o  add 265 engineering jobs 

'10 thzmgh Ammpolis. Because the  people t h a t  a r e  wved  f r m  

:I Ammapolis work on the  same type of bas i c  systen, this w i l l  
.. ., 7 e-atl duplication and impmve readiness. I t  w i l l  add an 

:3 i q o r t a m t  research and development component t o  our in- 

-.a s e r r l c e  rrstinq f a c i l i t y ,  and you w i l l  hear  mre about this 

-3 l a t e r .  

I b  We a r e  a l s o  proposing t h a t  p a r t  of t he  NAVSBA 
.. -. .. -d function, the  NA- engineering directorate be 

::I conuolidated with NSUC in Philadelphia. As you know, Ole 

:19 a t r cnse  DFparIment has r;?comended t h a t  NAVSM.s 4,000 Jobs 

ia be rored f roa  Crystal City t o  tbe Washington naval base. But 

i c  makes a d r a t  good sense t o  take the  engineering 

a t o r a t e  and rove i t  t o  Philadelphia. Engineering 
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1 t e rn  merge o r  realign. 

2 That w i l l  keep these employees' job r igh t s .  I t  

3 w i l l  keep then working in those jobs. They deserve it. To 

4 do anything l e s s  would be c rue l  and unhlaap punishment, 

5 viola t ing the eighth a m e n k n t  of the  Constitution. Thank 

6 you very much. (Applause.) 

7 CHAIR*O~~~W COX: Thank you, sir. I bel ieve we have 

8 next Mr. Stampone and Ilr. mornburgh, on behalf of Defense 

9 Indust r ia l  Supply Center. Are you all here? Could I swear 

10 both of you a l l  i n  a t  t he  same time7 I'm sorry, Uc. 

11 Stanpone, i s  Mr. Thornburgh with you? 

12 m. STUIPONB: Yes, he is. 

13 CWIRW~RW COX: w i l l  you be t e s t i fy ing?  

14 MR. T-R: Yes. 

15 CWIRWaRW COX: Actually. i f  we have a nlnber  of 

16 people f r m  Pennsylvania to be t e s t i fy ing ,  could I s- all 

17 of you all in  a t  the  same time? Everybody s tand up. Anybody 

18 who v i l l  be t e s t i fy ing  today, p lease  s tand up. 

19 (Witnesses sworn. J 

20 CHAIRWaRW COX: Thank you very much. Mr. 

21 Stampone. 

22 IIR. STAMFUNX: -dame chairman, members of t h e  

5 Technical Service Faci l i ty ,  NATSF, t o  North Island, 

6 W f o d a .  Both of these  functions rere ru led  by the  1-C 

7 'W C c l l r s i o n  t o  be w v e d  t o  ASO. In  f ac t ,  BRAC '93 

S r m r s e d  t he  Defease -t r e c c ~ o d a t i o n  f o r  NATslr, 

9 Lhpt it be roved m t  of Philadelphia t o  Ilaryland. And the  

d c  o t  the  BRAC C d s a i o n  in '93 was t h a t  these  two 

t i o u ,  these naval support functions. should be nexl. t o  

biqqeat cos tmer ,  ASO, t he  Aviation Supply Office. ww= 13 
There is m reason, a i l i t a r y  readiness o r  savjng 

I4 r w y  - there  is so reason to rove these  away f r a  t h e i r  

Ls b i w t  cwtorer, A S 0  in tbe Northeast, t o  California, o ther  

16 - jolt u e f f o r t  to prop up north Island. I t  rakes  no 
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1 -nemts have been migrating t o  Philadelphia over the  years 

2 amvay, 1.d this rop ld  ju s t  be consis tent  with tha t .  

3 And l a s t l y .  we are scheduled t o  l o se  the  Naval 

4 ArLatioa -ring Service Unit, NN$sU, and t h e  Naval Nr 

:7 rrue f ro r  a m i l l -  readiness s+andpoint. I t  cos t s  money, 

18 n-r t h m  saves wney.  A n d  you w i l l  hear  t e s t l a a y  fl-aa 

19 tua  of tbe dedicated -1oyees of those f a c i l i t i e s  a s  wf.11. 
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1 Carrission, thank you f o r  the  opportunity to represent the  

2 employees of DISC. I have analyzed the  d e t a i l s  of tbe DU 

3 BRAC proposal. And based on my 34 years in the  l o g i s t i c s  

4 business, I can unequivocally say t h a t  it j u s t  doesn't make 

any sense. DISC i s  in the  business of providing readiness 

support. 

We w i l l  show that ,  of all tJ3e DIA ICP., DISC 

provides the  highest level  of s e rv i ce  t o  cuu m i l i t a r y  

c u s t a e r s .  I have a ser ious  concern t h a t  t he  DU BimC '95 

rec-ndation t o  move over 1 . 4  mil l ion itens in a short 

period of time, without the  r equ i s i t e  technical  and eape r t i s e  

and c u s t m e r  and industry knowledge, poses an indoor r i s k  t o  

readiness. 

We fee l  t ha t  the  BRAC Coarission should be 

concerned tha t  t he  economic analys is  is  flawed, with no real 
savings. Finally. I want t o  r e c o m e ~ d  t h a t  the  sound 

17 business decision made by the  Camission in BRAC '93 be 

18 sustained and au-ted with a proposal t h a t  I believe is 

19 best  f o r  force  readiness and the  taxpayer. DISC m a g e s  1.1 
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1 o r  six hwx  in Philadelphia, and we r e a l l y  wanted him t o  go 

2 dao to C51C. but be didn ' t  have time. We knw how hard, you 

3 t r r v e l ,  and we apprecia te  what you have done in the  process 

4 i t s e l f .  

5 mt  none of this makes sense. W e  fought hard t o  

6 rtr in BRAC '93. We d i d  w i n .  I f  t h i s  was a cour t  of law. I 

20 So t o  f i n a l l y  nr up, nnnber one, we appreciat.e the 

21 rock that  this ccl.aission has pu t  in. We know how hard you 

22 rock. rr put  C d s s i o n e r  Cornella through a r i nge r  in f i v e  

7 r c a l d  be here as an attorney, pleading double jeopardy. You 

9 c a a m t  subject  us to the  s- thing. You are rendering the  

9 rock of mAC '93's d s s i o n  almost Ran ing le s s ,  unless you 

LO a&q~t  tllc proposal that w e  adopt; unless you hold f a s t  t o  

11 *t the BRAC '93 C d s s i o n  did. I t  is unfa i r  t o  a c i t y  

27 Uut has taken body blow a f t e r  body b l w  a f t e r  body blow f r m  

23 tbt BRAC process. 

20 million items of supply, 63 percent of which a r e  used on 

21 weapons sys teas  -- the  higbest percentage of D m  -ns 

22 inventory. 

14 Again, the nrrber  one c i t y  in America -- no other  

15 d r y  has been bit and has l o s t  f a c i l i t i e s  in each and every 

L6 o n  of tbe BRACs. We deserve r e l i e f .  Our enployees do a 

17 g n a t  job f o r  the  f ede ra l  governwnt. This is  a g rea t  c i t y ,  

.iLh a qreat  m i l i t a r y  h is tory .  m e  U.S. Navy was born i n  the  

t y  of Philadelphia. We want t o  keep our f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 

of all, t he  m o t  important thing I'm asking you is  

y, i n  a move t h a t  D U  vould agree with, I believe, i f  you 

22 asked tba -- eliminate the  t e r n  disestablishment,  use the  
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1 DISC receives c lose  t o  f i v e  mil l ion r equ i s i t i ons  

2 per year, with the  lowest proportion of discrepancies o r  

3 wrong pa r t s  issued. To s t a t e  it sinply, t h e  DISC mission is 

4 t o  provide the r i g h t  p a r t  t o  t he  r i g h t  p lace  a t  t he  r i g h t  

5 time a t  the r igh t  price. I t  sounds simple. But it requires 

6 a dedicated, knowledgeable workforce with the  technical  and 

7 l og i s t i ca l  exper t ise  t o  make i t  happen. And DISC makes it 

8 happen very well, with the  highest  D U  support r a t e  of over 

9 89 percent. 

10 This means t h a t  n ine  o u t  of every ten  customer 

11 requirements a r e  f i l l e d  immediately. Force readiness dr ives  

12 us. DISC is the  l a rges t  weapons sys t e r s  a c t i v i t y  in Dm. W e  

13 manage 34.5 percent of all DU weapons, and receive  40 

14 percent of all D U  weapons requis i t ions .  We support 50 

15 percent of the D U  service  maintenance business -- those 

16 indust r ia l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t ha t  overhaul, r e p a i r  ships, planes, 

17 tanks, all of our nation's f ron t l i ne  weapons systems. 

18 1 have ser ious  concerns about t he  DU BRAC 

19 proposal. I t  plans t o  move 1.4 mil l ion items between ICPs 

20 over a two t o  four year period. Coupled with the  SRILC '93 

21 decision t o  c lose  defense e l ec t ron ic s  and merge with the  

22 center  in Colunbus, D U  w i l l  have 2.4 million, o r  62 percent 

I 
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16 performance, n o t  geograpNc l o c a t i o n .  

17 They think t h e  person who manager! l i g h t  bulbs  is 

10 in te rchangeable  wi th  the person who manages, a i r c r a f t  engine 

19 bear ings .  Bor absurd.  (Applause.) Altboc~gh t h e  t r a n s f e r  

20 process  h a s  been g r e a t l y  improved through automation, i t  is 
21 s t i l l  l a b o r  i n t e n s i v e  and d i s r u p t i v e .  WeaFons i t e m s  r e q u i r e  

22 technical, i n d u s t r y  and c u s t o ~ r  e x p e r t i s e  t o  be proper ly  

Base Realignment & Closure ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  May 4,1995 

managed. Moving i t e n s  h a s  an  observable  and q u a n t i f i a b l e  

degradat ion  in s u p p o r t a b i l i t y  dur ing  t h e  migra t ion  process .  
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1 of  t h e i r  i t e m s ,  on the move. This  is  f r ightening .  To p u t  

1 2 t h e  DIA rec-dation in perspec t ive ,  it took 15 years  to 

3 t r a n s f e r  1.2 m i l l i o n  i tems f r m  t h e  serv ices ,  and t h e s e  were 

4 p roducts  migra t ing  i n t o  t h e  same product lines al ready by 

5 Dm. 

6 The new D U  p l a n  involves  exchanging product l i n e s  

7 among c e n t e r s .  The ~ a g n i t u d e  of t h i s  t r a n s f e r ,  1.4 m i l l i o n  

0 itens, is s tagger ing .  Given t h e  s p e c i f i e d  timeframe. t h e  DL4 

9 p l a n  would r e p p i r e  t h e  movenent of  between 30,000 t o  45,000 

10 i tems p e r  month. To pt t h a t  in perspec t ive ,  this is s i x  t o  

11 nine times t h e  5,000 a month t h e  c e n t e r  s a i d  they could  

12 handle  under the s e r v i c e  item t r a n s f e r .  DIA c l a i p s  t h a t  tNs 
13 t r a n s f e r  w i l l  no t  adverse ly  impact readine:rs; t h a t  it is 
I4 mostly e l e c t r o n i c ;  t h a t  people  can be U&md in a s h o r t  

IS p e r i o d  of  time; and t h a t  good management i s 1  the key t o  

1 6  econopic a n a l y s i s ,  because the fo l lowing presenter ,  Ilr. 

17 Thornburqh, of  t h e  Pennsylvania Kconmy b q u e  w i l l  cover  

18  this. But 1 would Like t o  p o i n t  o u t  that D m  c o s t  sav ings  

19  wthodoloqy is flawed, and t w o  major cost e l m e n t a  were 

20 omitted.  I n  f a c t ,  because of  the flawed methodology, 6M h s  

21 agreed t o  r e e v a l u a t e  t h e i r  f ind ings ,  and is wu doing so .  

22 me b o t h  lime is that tbere are n o  b a s e  c los ings ,  
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1 annual a c q u i s i t i o n  of  $750 a i l l i o n .  DISC manages o v e r  

2 450,000 a v i a t i o n  i tems, w i t h  a n  annual  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  $256 

3 a i l l i o n .  Nowhere can b e  found the expanse of  i n t e r s e m i c e  

4 l o g i s t i c s  t a l e n t ,  e x p e r t i s e  and  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t o  inprove  

5 r e a d i n e s s  and reduce o v e r a l l  mD costs. 

6 mis unique pool of  talent al lows both DISC and A .  

7 t o  apply  a $1 b i l l i o n  leverage  on a d e c l i n i n g  a e m s p a c e  

8 indus t ry .  DISC and AS0 c u r r e n t l y  have $140 m i l l i o n  of j o i n t  

9 c o n t r a c t s  on j e t  engine  b e a r i n g s  and chugging blades.  And 

10 t h i s  is  j u s t  a beginning. DIA BRAC cites a synerqy that 
11 e x i s t s  wi th  t h e  c o l l o c a t i o n  of  a n  ICP and a depot. But they 

12 overlook t h e  DISC AS0 synergy, which was cons idered  extr-ly 

1 3  important by t h e  BRAC '93 C d s s i o n  and  t h e  1994 Navy BRAC 

14 Analys is  Group. 

15 I am n o t  going to go into any detail on tbe 

There are phen-a which shows t h a t  t r a n s f e r r e d  

it- have a initial deqradat ion  per iod ,  amd t a k e  years  t o  

g e t  wel l .  L e t  R explain t h i s  c h a r t .  Ybat you s e e  h e r e  is a 

Then where you see tbe arrow, DISC t r a n s f e r r e d  50,000 itens 1 3  

t o  theu.  YOU can s e e  what happened. This i s  n o t  unique t o  

DGSC. Every c e n t e r  experienced t h e  same s o r t  of degradation 1:: 

supply  a v a i l a b i l i t y  r a t e  f o r  the percentage of r e q u i s i t i o n s  

t h a t  can  b e  f i l l e d  f r m  an  immediate on-hand stock. I t ' s  f o r  

Defense General, d e p i c t e d  by t h e  b lack  l i n e v  and DISC. 

d e p i c t e d  by t h e  r e d  l i n e .  1t.s f o r  a p e r i a l  f r m  1988 t o  

1994. 

I b r i n g  your a t t e n t i o n  t o  1988. 1)efense General 

had an  i n c r e d i b l e  suppor t  l e v e l ,  very high llupport l e v e l .  

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

I 
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no r e a l  savings,  and t h e r e  w i l l  b e  d i s r u p t i o n ,  t u m o i l  and 

severe  impact on f o r c e  readiness .  As you w i l l  heaz in t h e  

d u r i n g  a n  i t e n  t r a n s f e r .  Wow. t h i s  pbenoaena a f f e c t s  n o t  

o n l y  miss ion  readiness ,  b u t  a l s o  h a s  a huge f i n a n c i a l  impact 

on MD. 

For example, p a r t s  shor tages ,  caus ing  l i n e  

stoppages on tbe 8-52 engine  line, could  r e s u l t  in a l o s s  of 

a s  much a s  $100,000 per day because of down the. This is 

j u s t  n o t  about  t r a n s f e r r i n g  i t e n s .  I t * s  about  

next  presenta t ion ,  DU's r-dation is t o t a l l y  flawed, 

and its purpor ted  savinqs  core s o l e l y  f r m  roving  iteu, and 

n o t  from m a g e r e o t  of  similar im. Ye b a s e  developed r 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

lower r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  l o g i c a l l y  based o n  ICP strengths and 

e f f i c i e n c i e s ,  which unquestionably saves  g r e a t e r  dollars and 

resources  than  t h e  D U  plan.  

However, we're n o t  t o t a l l y  rnnviuced tbat even 

this proposal w a r r a n t s  t h e  I n h e r e n t  rmdLness  degradat ion  

t h a t  would occur  in p u r s u i t  o f  t h e  ideal ICP. A -8% prudent 

approach would be t o  r e t a i n  tbe d s & g  d i s t r i b u t i o r  of 

i t e m s  wi th  only  well-planned, l i r i t e d  tweak.lmg by i tem 

t r a n s f e r s  only  where they  make s e n s e  1.d o v e r  am eatended 

time per iod .  The o v e r a l l  b e n e f i t  t o  00D would b e  g r e a t e r  1 
with this moderate approach. rberefore .  we b e l i e v e  the BRAC 

'93 dec is ion ,  which was a good, l o g i c a l  d e d s i o n ,  should  be 

implemented a s  planned. 

With s a a e  minor r o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  it could even ba 

improved. I n t e r s e r v i c e  -n compound suppor t  could  be 1 
expanded t o  produce a d d i t i o n a l  sav ings .  DlSC and DPSC could  

be consol ida ted  i n t o  a s i n g l e  c-d, and r e t a i n  the DlSC 

I 2 c o m o d i t y  weapons suppor t  experience,  and rep lac ing  i t  with I 2 Real sav ings  w i l l  be achieved; t h e  impact to e n f o r c e  

3 an  e n t i r e l y  new bus iness .  But this workforce has  been honing 3 readiness is e l iminated;  t h e  t a l e n t  and e x p e r t i s e  of t h e  DU 

I 

4 t h e i r  skills and c o m o d i t y  exper ience  over  those  years .  

S ince  1986, they  have reduced workl'orce s t a f f i n g  by 

6 27 percent ;  increased  s a l e s  per work year  by 1 6  percent;  and I 5 
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1 d i s e s t a b l i s h i n g  an e n t i r e  bus iness  wi th  over  32 years  of 

even increased  p r o d u c t i v i t y  by 1 5  percent .  I could  go on, 

b u t  I am c o n s t r a i n e d  by t i m e .  Addi t iona l  ac tdeveaents  a r e  

l i s t e d  in your package. Also in t h a t  package is a paper 

t i t l e d ,  Concept of  Opera t ions  Analysis.  This is t h e  DU 

b l u e p r i n t  f o r  t h e  1CP of t h e  f u t u r e .  

This  is a l r e a d y  there .  Wany of  the  concepts have 

e i t h e r  been invented,  developed o r  prototyped a t  DISC. I 

p o i n t  this o u t  t o  you because I b e l i e v e  this could cont inue  
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1 AS0 synergy. Ye b e l i e v e  t h a t  this is a win-win s o l u t i o n .  

t o  improve product  l i n e  management, j u s t  a s  DGSC could 

improve management of  t h e i r  product  l i n e s .  But n e i t h e r  

workforce w i l l  be a b l e  t o  do s o  i f  they a r e  unpacking boxes 

f o r  t h e  n e x t  two years .  So why f l i p - f l o p  i t e - s ?  I s  t h i s  a 

good bus iness  dec is ion7 

The Bmc '93 C d s s i o n  recognized Ule importance 

of DISC being c o l l o c a t e d  wi th  t h e  Navy Aviation Supply 

Off ice .  AS0 manages over  200,000 a v i a t i o n  i t ems ,  with an 

4 workforce w i l l  be o p t i n i z e d  through cont inuous  process  

5 improvement t o  n e e t  t h e  c h a l l e n g e  of mainraining the h i g h e s t  1 

6 l e v e l  of  r e a d i n e s s  whi le  reducing  the f o r c e  stsucture. 1 

Thank you f o r  a l lowing me t o  p r e s e n t  t h e s e  f a c t s  to  

you. (Applause.) 

CHAImKmN# COX: Thank you v e r y  much. Ilr. 

Thornburqh. We're happy t o  have you h e a r  MK. Thornburgh. 

And j u s t  s o  you know, w e  have six minutes l e f t .  

XU. THORNBURWI: Thank you v e r y  much. Good 

af te rnoon.  I au David Thornburqh, Executive D i r e c t o r  of  t h e  

Pennsylvania Econmy league. a nonprof i t ,  nonpar t i san ,  publ ic  

15 p o l i c y  research  organiza t ion  wi th  60 years  of exper ience  in 

16 pronoting e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i v e  government. I t  is  to 

17 achieve  t h a t  end i n  t h i s  process  t h a t  I appear  before  you 

18 today. 

19  let me g e t  r i g h t  t o  t h e  poin t .  DM'S a n a l y s i s  t h a t  

20 argues  f o r  t h e  d ises tab l i shment  of DISC c o n t h s  a n lnber  of 

21 s h o r t c a r i n q s  t h a t  causes  t h e  ques t ion ,  s e r i o u s l y ,  whether any 

22 n e t  sav ings  a t  a l l  can be achieved  by t h e  proposed I 
I 
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B r)re f i r s t  area. In estlmnting the  c o s t s  involved with the  Items w i l l  not  be t ransferred back and for th ,  a s  in 

9 d i s e s t l b ~ i s ~ t  of DISC and t he  t r ans fe r  of items anong its I : s 9 5  proposal. nanaqement w i l l  not be forced t o  learn  I 

-May 4, 1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

LO r-q ICPs, D U  misses two subs t an t i a l  and necessary 

11 expenditures. me, DU d i d  not  ca l cu la t e  the  f u l l  c o s t  t o  

I2 t r m s f e r  i t e m s  f m  one location to another.  
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I realiq-t. D U  cost b e w f i t  ana lys i s  has two ser ious  

2 def ic iencies .  F i r s t ,  t he  DU analys is  f a i l s  t o  account f u l l y  

all the costs  inherent in t h e  r e a l i g ~ e n t  t h a t  

Second, Dm's calcula t ion of personnel reductions - 

~ e : : I : " u  r ea l i z ing  any recurr ing savings -- is 

7 based on superf ic ia l  and s imp l i s t i c  loqic .  Let w address 

Cons-le it- item t r ans fe r s  involve f a r  more 

thm the simple t r e i q h t  cos t s  contained i n  Dm's COBRA model. 

They involve extensive man hours of record handling a t  both 

the sending and receiving s i t e s .  DIA has, in fac t ,  alaeady 

ac-ledqed this, by as- the  f a c i l i t i e s  involved t o  

develop t u l l y  the  cos t s  associated with the  t r ans fe r  of the  

i t e m s .  DISC'S analys is  of the cos t s  involved f o r  its item 

t ransfers  add $66 mil l ion to the  o n e - t h e  c o s t  involved in 

executing the D U  r ea l iqmea t .  

DIA a l s o  f a i l s  to account f o r  the  c o s t  of 
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1 realiqrnent would produce, the  consolidation of DISC and DPSC 

2 in  northeast Philadelphia. w i l l  save an add i t i ona l  5116 

3 n i l l i o n  by the year 2015. IPplementinq the  BRAC '93 

4 consolidation process has much t o  c-d it, beyond the  

5 concrete cost  savings i t  real izes ,  s ince  i t  w i l l  produce 

6 substant ia l  cos t  reductions in Dm operations, with v i r t u a l l y  

7 no disruptions t o  management. 
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1 ~~q DPSC operations a t  its cur ren t  s i t e  f o r  an 

2 addi t ional  tw years, n t b e r  than roving t o  ISO. Based on 

3 BlUC '93, DPSC is scbednled to move tbe As0 cmpound in 1997. 

4 DINS proposed a l i g ~ a e n t  delays the  rove u n t i l  1999. 

5 hccordhq to the  data developed in BRAC '93. it c o s t s  DrsC an 

6 additional $26 W o r n  a yeas to operate  a t  its c u r r a t  site, 

7 r a tbe r  than a t  ASO. 

8 Taking these  two elements into account, the r e a l  

9 cos t  of w r i n g  itou amd the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  cos t s  of ress ininq 

10 opsc t o r  am addi t ional  two years, DIA's proposal adds $118 

lo. in one t ime  expeaditmes to t h e  proposed realignment. Lw l e t  me address t he  second weakness in D I A ~ S  ar-t. 

13 s analys is  contains i mre se r ious  e r r o r  i n  the  manner in 

14 which it calcula tes  peraonmel redactions produced by the  

15 reaLi-t. 

This cha r t  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  ass tupt ion DU uses t o  

17 calcula te  personnel reductions. DIABs bas i s  f o r  these  

I 18 aas l rpt ions  is wt clear. me economies of s ca l e  are no t  

19 a m q l i s h e d  t t u ~ ~ g h  tbe sirple t r ans fe r  of i t m a ,  and 

20 personnel reductions rre mot qeaerated by the  movement of 

21 w r k  tm one place to another. Dm's ana lys i s  suggests t h a t  

22 fever people are needed to operate  a Consolidated operatLon 

10 new product l i nes  and bui ld  new re la t ionships  with peu 

1 1  custoners. losing valuable the in the process. In  

12 conclusions, DISC'S a l t e rna t ive  proposal, adbering to t he  

BRAC '93 recommendation. achieves subs t an t i a l  savings a t  

l i t t l e  cost,  with no disrupt ion of operations and no l o s s  of 

management effectiveness. 

In contrast.  the D U  proposal nor before the  

coanission contains questionable c o s t  savings, generated 

through substant ia l  d isrupt ions  in system operations. Lo 

t h i s  case, the 1995 BRAC Ccmdssion would be well advised t o  

return to  the solutions s e t  fo r th  by the  1993 Caa i s s ion .  

Thank you very much. (Applause.) 

CWIlwcmAN COX: Thank you very much, Ilc. 
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Thornburgh. We had plaaaed t o  have a witness on the  Naval 

Surface Warfare Center next, but  because of t ranspor ta t ion 

prohlens, we w i l l  put t h a t  off  u n t i l  a f t e r  t he  North Carolina 

presentation, and move r i g h t  on t o  the  Naval Aviation 

Engineering Service U n i t .  Ms. Derry, d id  you g e t  sworn in 

ea r l i e r ?  

I S .  DERRY: Yes, I did. 

c m -  cox: Good, thank you. 

US. DERRY: Good afternoon, caaaiss ioners .  My 

is Karen Derry, and I'm an enployee of t he  Uaval Aviation 

Engineering Service U n i t .  NAESU is  a worldwide a c t i v i t y  t ha t  

sends technicians to  the  custoner, both ashore and a f loa t ,  to 

t r a i n  mil i tary  personnel in the  repair ,  o r  t o  ac tua l ly  do the 

repair,  of avia t ion equipemt and weapons systems. our tech 

rep is the l i nk  t o  keeping naval avia t ion *craft 

operational.  The BRAC proposal is t o  c lose  ImUSU 

headquarters, and t o  consolidate its funct ions  with IIADEP in 

North Island. 

I am here t o  present an a l t e rna t ive  t o  t h a t  

proposal. Our team proposal achieves the  object ives  and 

consolidations tha t  are sought by Congress and the  Presidemt. 

but a t  a much Nqher  mi l i t a ry  value than was afforded in the  

Page 2 1 1 -n am M t i a l l y  i a rqe r  f a c i l i t y  is moved t o  a -1er on. 

2 than wbea a m e r  one is incurporated a t  a l a r q e r  site. 

m e r e  is w r w o r  to bel ieve this w u l d  be tn l e .  

4 Tbe two, in fact ,  should be equal. In  addition, Dm's lcqic I 
5 suqqests, since savings are r ea l i zed  f m  the  ntaber  of 

6 personwl redmctions taker in the  r ea l iqmen t ,  and s b  
7 persomuel reductions are -rated by t r ans fe r r ing  itere, t o  

8 maximize savinqs, one rust r a r d r l z e  the  nunber of item 

9 t ransfers .  In other  wrda ,  the g r e r t e s t  savings acur the  

10 t ransfer  of all Dm's iteu f r m  one ICP to another, r a the r  

11 than i n  locat lag them a t  tbe  mst e f f i c i e n t l y  managed sit .e.  

12 For these  reasons, PBL concludes t h a t  it is 

13 i rposs ible  t o  d e t e m  whether the  DU realignment w i l l  

14 produce any real personwl  reduction, and hence, generate any 

15 net savings. Instead of this cu r ren t  proposal, we recornend 

16 tha t  the eRM: C a a i s s i o n  reaffirm the  BRAC '93 decision t o  

11 move 0p;C to the AS0 c-d, where it w i l l  be col located 

18 with DISC and ASO. The '93 consolidation process produces 

1 ' t an t i a l  and c l ea r ly  quant i f iable  savings i n  personoel 

, i n  contras t  to t h e  back of t he  envelope e s t i r a t e  made 

IA in is current  proposal. rus 22 
With the  190 personwl  reducrions such a 

Page 
mO proposal, and in  a more cost -effect ive  manner. fie DOD 

proposal does not make good business sense. I t  results in 

f l e e t  readiness degradation. The reason f o r  this is two- 

fold. 

F i r s t ,  a survey t h a t  we took a t  -U i nd ica t e s  

t ha t  94 percent of our eaployees a r e  wt wi l l i ng  t o  r e loca t e  

3,000 miles away. And second, the  higher depot overhead a t  

North Island equates to increased cos t s  f o r  our c u s t a e r s .  

On the other hand, our proposal is  to merge URESU 

headquarters with ASO. This bui lds  on the  BRAC '91 decision 

t o  re locate  NAESU headquarters t o  ASD. And we're in the  

process of doing that. and w e  w i l l  be tbere  no l a t e r  than 1 

July  of 1995. 

$712,000 of BRAC fundLng has a l ready been invested 

t o  move us t o  the caapound. This decision was made t o  
Improve WSSU'e mission effect iveness  and f l e e t  readiness 

because of the c a m n  l ink  M B S U  has with other  avia t ion 

loq i s t i c s  a c t i v i t i e s  already located on the  coapound. There 

is no l ink with MADEP in North Island. A c r i t i c a l  l i nk  on 

the conpound i s  with FISC Philadelphia. In a par tnership  

with WAESU, we provide centra l ized contract ing f o r  the  

worldwide deployment of engineering technical spec ia l i s t s .  

L I I 
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These services  cannot be duplicatad a t  North Island 

2 without a substant ia l  learning curse. One example of j u s t  
3 how widespread our services  are, the two Americans t h a t  a r e  I 
4 j a i l e d  in I raq  are naESII tech reps. w e  were a key player in 

5 Desert Storm and in Desert Shield, and we current ly  have over 
6 300 technicians in Kuwait. W e  deploy the  Navy and Wine 

aviat ion forces on every mi l i t a ry  operation, peacet i re  o r  

during hos t i l i t y .  Our technicians ensure aviat ion readiness. 
comparing our  proposal t o  the  ncm proposal, 

u t i l i z i n g  the  COBRA m o d e l ,  in the DM proposal, the cos t  t o  

re locate  t o  North Is land is over $2.5 million, where ours is  

only $921,000. In the DOD, 46 posi t ions  a r e  e l i r inated,  an 

in ours, there  a r e  50. The savings over a 20-year period in 

the DM proposal sbor that there  rill be $29.5 million. But 

i f  a l l  the  costs  were t r u l y  ident i f ied,  the  savings would be 

subs tan t i a l ly  l e s s .  With our proposal, we ,would save $36 

million. 

In sll.lliary, the M B S V  team propos.al simply saves $8 

mil l ion and preserves mi l i t a ry  readiness. 'Thank you. 

(Applause. ) 

C- COX: Thank you very mach. Now we w i l l  

move on to the Naval hLr Technical Services Faci l i ty .  Mr. 

1 should be noted that  nothing I am about to suggest w u l d  

2 inh ib i t  the  C d s s i o n  f r ca  revisitLng NASF employee proposal 

3 fron 1973. I 
4 As C d s s i o n e r  Cox m y  reperber, tbe 1993 erployee 

5 proposal was f o r  the  creat ion of a W D - w i d e  technical 

6 documentation agency. Since a t  t h a t  tLe the a l t e rna t ive  was 

7 not within the  C d s s i o n ' s  charter.  we have developed this 
8 a l t e rna t ive  recommendation, which df!als s t r i c t l y  with the  
9 Navy. The next sllde depicts  the  high points  of our  

10 recomeodatlon, and is p re t ty  much self-explanatory. I uould 
11 l i k e  to t a k e  j u s t  a -t t o  a-ss j u s t  a few of the  key 
12 points. 

13 The consolidation with NASF, YMSU and the Naval 

14 ALr Technical Doclrentation personnel a t  ASO provides t o r  a 

15 unified and centra l ized chain of -. Tbis a l t e n m t i v e  

16 would require no construction o r  hankare pmauements. 

17 Additionally, a s  this s l i d e  depicts,  a total of 332 posi t ions  
18 could be e l h l n a t e d .  C u r  headquarters, t he  Naval Air Systems 

19 C-d, bas previously located their supply support function 

20 and the preservalion and packaging l o g i s t i c s  functions to 

21 w. 
22 Our r-dation w i l l  only continue the 
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IIsipone. You were sworn in eac l i e r ,  I belia:ve? Were you 

sworn in ea r l i e r?  
101. IRIWDWB: Y e s ,  ma'am. 

CEAIFSS3bW COX: Good. Okay. 

101. IRIWDWB: Good afternoon, laaUes and qentleaen 

of the  Base Closure and Reallqnwnt C d s s i o n .  My name is 

Frank )lairone. And on behalf of Mr. Weder and  myself, I 

would l i k e  to say t h a t  we appreciate  the  o p ~ o r t u n i t y  to speak 

with you today in regards to the DM reColPndation on the 
re locat ion of MATSF to North Island, California. You have 
received a copy of our a l t e rna t ive  proposal and sase of the 

slides. 

These s l i d e s  w i l l  h ighl ight  major points contained 

within our proposal. Ibe f i r s t  s l l d e  deals  with the 

oversights in DM'S recumendation. F i r s t  of dl, there a re  

the  one t ime  costs.  Tbeir -&tion neglects to address 

the cos t  f o r  constxuctFng a new JBDUCS f a c i l i t y  a t  North 
Island; the  hardware purchases necessary t o  replace the 

present WASP JBWCS f a c i l i t y  in Philadelphia; and the  cos t  
f o r  the high speed comunicatlons l ink f o r  NASF t o  support 

AS0 f rop California. 

DM has a l s o  overlooked sow s ign i f i can t  annual 

- --- 
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consolidation of the  YAWR l o g i s t i c a l  fuoctiona a t  ASO. On 

our l a s t  s l ide ,  we have updated the  DM proposal to include 

the i r  oversights.  The t rue DM c l u s t e r  hiqhlighted L red. 

while to  the r i g h t  of these nmbers  a r e  the  cozresponding 

numbers a s  they r e l a t e  t o  our proposal. I t  is  painfuLly 
obvious tha t  there  was no jus t i f i ca t ion  f o r  approval of the 

mo recornendation. 

h a v i n g  t h a t  to within its '93 BRN: s t a t u s  w i l l  not  
nar inize  your monetary savings, nor w i l l  it w e  yoar 
mili tary  value a s  much a s  our  proposal w i l l .  Ye realire we 
a r e  presenting you with a unique scenario that w i l l  require a 

so re  in depth view by you and your s t a f f .  Mr. Weder and I 

stand ready to provide any addi t ional  assis- you may 

require, and are eager to ansver any questions that  you m y  

have. Thank you. (Applause.) 

CHAIFSS3bW COX: Thank you very much. Mr. myor, I 

believe you have two lLnutes Lo s u  up. 

~ Y O R  RgNDBLL: well, I tbinL w e  a m  holding that 

time f o r  Governor hhman, but I O d  just say one quick tkhg -- 
t ha t  everything you've heard ralres it clear t h a t  the  good 

work tha t  you did, C d s s i o n e r ,  in '93 and the  BRAC 

C d s s i o n  did  should be supported. This is a w a s t e  of 

Page 

recurring costs .  For example, the establishment of a 100 

meqabyte high-speed t r a n d s s i o n  l i n e  which would provide 

NASF engineerhg drawings and ILY) spare parts1 f o r  AS0 spare 

p a r t  p-erents, when pr iced by ATCT would cos t  $100,000 

per month, o r  $1.2 mil l ion per year. To be in support of 
this comunications l i n e  f o r  any addi t ional  JBLMICS f a c i l i t y  
would add approximately $265,000 per year. 

Also, there  is an addi t ional  $400,000 above and 
beyond our present t ravel  costs ,  which would be necessary t o  

Support North Island relocation. Cue t o  California's 

envirornental requlations, the  duplication of drawings 
necessary f o r  ILY) bid s e t s  would have t o  be contracted out of 
the s t a t e ,  ra ther  than produced by NASF in-house, a s  they a re  
now. This is d m  t o  the  s i l v e r  a l loy  emulsion process used 

in t h e i r  production. thereby adding an addi t ional  $759,000 
per  year. 

m e  l a s t  item recognized is  the current  synergy 

between &SO, UASF, UAVIICO, and DPS. mis synergy accounted 
f o r  about 50 percent of our NASF manpower rerpairements, 

versus 5 percent f o r  North Island's requiremeints in 1994. A s  

You can see, this custcner base would have a lo t  more 

relevance in Philadelphia than i t  would i n  Nolcth Island. I t  
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everybody's t i m e .  (Applause.) 

CHAIFSS3bW COX: Thank you very mch. 1 a l s o  want 
to  thank the Mayor and all of you a l l  f o r  this very extensive 

back-up information, which we w i l l  f i nd  very u s e m ,  and wLll 

becaw p a r t  of the record. W e  are goinq t o  move now to the 
s t a t e  of Virginia, excuse me, the  C-n-th of Virginia. 

We have a very distinguished panel of e l ec t ed  o f f i c i a l s  t o  

s t a r t  out, a s  well a s  Picket t  a s  well. 

And while 1 have all of you together, what I 'd l i k e  
to  do is swear everybody i n  wbo's going to be t e s t i fy ing  who 

i s  current ly  on the  stage, whether youere t e s t i fy ing  with the 

e lected o f f i c i a l s  o r  Fort Pickett.  So i f  you all wuldn ' t  
nind, we can ge t  tha t  out of tbe way. senator Robb and 
senator Warner, a s  well. I'm sorry t h a t  it is required. 

(Witnesses sworn. ) 

CHURUCWUl COX: Thank you very much. And we're 

very pleased and honored t o  have with us  the  Governor of 

Virqinia, and both very distinguished Senators. let me turn 

i t  over t o  you a l l .  

GOVPDUKJFt ALLEN: Good afternoon. and Wdame 

Chairman, members of the C m s s i o n ,  thank you f o r  -- on 

behalf of the Virginia delegation -- f o r  allowing us to have 

I 
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 253 - Page 258 



May 4, 1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 
Paqe 259 

1 o-rttulty t o  give you sole information a s  you go about your 

1 r r q  d l t t l c u l t  task and a very d i f f i c u l t  process. We know I : 

: I  roc Vicyhia .  Mdame Chair, before we s t a r t e d  t h i s  pra-ess, 

:2 r r  f a r  u re were concerned i n  Virginia,  we wanted t o  be 

13 pr-red w -ties, a s  a s t a t e ,  a s  a congressional 

t yoaz rurk is not  one of g rea t  ease. I pa r t i cu l a r ly  want 

mnk you, Cumissioner Cox, and Ben Vorden, Ed Brown, 

k i s ,  and all the  members of your s t a f f  who v i s i t e d  

rt Pickett  in the  Amy - the  KeMer Hospital a t  Port Lee .Ird. 
I in -. 
Y I know you've been through several hearings f con 

1 r r ~ y  rurew.  And we very ~ c h  apprecia te  your ca re  and a l s o  

10 a p l a t r  your endurance, because it is a very important day 

14 d a b c g r t l a  to U r s t a n d  and present  t he  s a l i e n t  f a c t s  .and 

15 t h r  a t t r i bu te s  of t he  bases and f a c i l i t i e s  in Virginia tor  

1 b mir d t a q  and nat ional  s ecu r i ty  value, and the  

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

' . I  lrpor- o t  e f f i c i e n t l y  conducting t h e i r  missions in  

11 p r r ~ c w  IYr1u.s secur i ty  i n t e re s t s .  

19 Tht congressional delegation, Virginia's 

20 ccmqmssiosrl delegation has been uni ted in this e f f o r t .  

51 mCrr assembled M h p r e s s i r e  t e a r  of fo rae r  members of the  

22 ~ r p r r - t  of Defense and a l s o  of t he  a r w d  services .  Imd 
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The funding of Port Picket t  through, 1et.s say, the 

National Guard Bureau would do nothfng more than s h i f t  the  

f inancia l  responsibi l i ty  f r m  the  Department of Defense t o  

just another agency. And it f a i l s  to achieve the  des i red 

qoal of overall  reductions within the  Department of Defense. 

This carr iss ion must decide whether t o  mainra in  the  

s ignif icant  and i r replaceable  t r a i n h g  a s s e t s  t h a t  are a t  

Port Pickett ,  o r  shut  i t  down and l e t  the  -unity beqin i ts  

redevelopment process. 

Right now, the  Alny is  doing nei ther ,  and this 

11 loyal camunity deserves be t t e r .  You.11 bear more on this 

12 :3ubject a s  we go forrard. And now I would l i k e  t o  turn  it 

13 over f i r s t  t o  our 11.5. Senator -- our sen io r  8.5. Senator, 

14 .John Warner, who w i l l  be followed by Senator Chuck Robb. 

15 Senator Warner. (Fipplause. ) 

116 S S N A ~  WARNER: madame cbai- and members of t he  

17 Carrission. 1 wish t o  express my apprecia t ion t o  our 

18 distinguished governor f o r  his leadership  r o l e  Uuouqhout 

19 this process, working i n  co- and f u l l  equal par tnership  with 

20 the  Virginia congressional delegation and mamy c i t y  

21 of f i c i a l s ,  e lected and otherwise, and wst importantly with 

22 the c i t i zens  f r m  the  very areas  of our  state t h a t  could be 

I m y  or tben a r e  here with us today. Others, fortunate:ly, 

2 dor ' t  barr to be here today. we're wt here  t o  dispute  every 

3 dlcisiom tha t  t he  Secretary of Defense made, a s  f a r  a s  l i t  

4 a f d e c b  the C-nrealth. 

5 la f ac t ,  a f t e r  the sirpoiticant l o s ses  in 1993, the  

6 -- a s  a whole has  a very w e l l  reason and wise 

7 -tiona that ,  on a whole, I think, improved nat i~onal  

0 r d q  h u e f f i c i e n t  way; ud i n  f ac t ,  a s  an increase  in 

9 m o b c r  of c i v i l i a n  lad ILUtaq jobs in Virginia.  

10 Borerer. we are bere to address spec i f i c  examples 

e & the dnta co l l ec t ed  by the  services  is  incanp1el.e o r  

tr; o r  B, wbere the ana lys i s  is  flawed, o r  incol-rect 

ti- were entered i n t o  during the  decision-na*intl 

14 prsccrs; o r  C, vhere addi t ional  infoLmation needs t o  be 

15 -red before a f i n a l  decision is made. In short,  wrb're 

16 hac to d c  sure  t h a t  you have all the  f ac t s .  

17 1'11 be followed by Senator Warner and Senator 

18 -, d you'll hear  frcm members of Virginia's 

19 cppgresr iosr l  delegation and leaders  and people who a r e  

20 -rb om particular bases and e f f o r t s  in p l r t i c u l a r  

21 -ties. But s ince  the i n t en t ions  of t he  Canonwealth 

22 In-• beu brouqht to question, regarding For t  Picket t ,  I f e e l  

af fected by the  decision t o  be made by your comiss ion .  

And 1 thank a l l  those f o r  making the  long and 

arduous t r i p  up here today. Their presence here today 

f o r t i f i e s  the  ser iously  of the  representa t ions  made by our 

governor and i t  shor t ly  w i l l  be made by o the r  members of our 

delegation. And I'm a l s o  very heartened to see  here  today 

the  f o l w r  C-dant of the  United S t a t e s  Wine C o w ,  

Ceneral Alfred Gray. 

I've had the pr iv i l ege  of knowinq hir ever  s h o e  he 

was a colonel. And l e t  le tell you, Hadame Chairran, this 

would not be the f i r s t  t i m e  the Mines have ever  ne t o  

rescue the hrny when the  appeared in cour t .  (Applause.) 

Thank you, General Gray. A s  our  d i s t b g u i s h e d  governor said. 

with very few exceptions. the  Department of Defense '95 BRN: 

recotnendations, a s  they per ta in  t o  t he  Comnweal th  of 

Virginia, a r e  sound decisions in support of our nation's 

national secur i ty  . 
In par t icular ,  I bel ieve the  Navy's decis ion t o  

r ed i r ec t  the e igh t  FA-18 squadrons f r m  C e d l  Field, Florida 

to  the naval a i r  s t a t i o n  Oceana is f i s c a l l y  wise and 

operationally sound. I t  underscores one word, Madare 

Chairman, and i f  I only leave you with o w  word t o  r-r, 
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1 i t 's  iqortaot, as governor of t he  people of Virginia,  t o  

2 m a k e  s- spec i f i c  -ts i n so fa r  a s  Por t  Picket t .  

3 I t  is c l e a r  t ha t  t he  United S ta t e s  Alny never 

4 hvaded to r e a l l y  c lose  Fort Picket t .  They recognized the  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

5 r a w  of the unique t ra ining assets a t  For t  Picket t .  m a t ' s  

6 wiry tbey specif ied  re tent ion of a training enclave -- an 

1 enclave tha t  rould, in e f f ec t ,  remove all the  jobs, while 

8 ~ r C n u d q  l i t t l e  o r  none of t he  r e s t  of it t o  the  cornunity 

9 f~ r edwe lopen t .  The M y ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Amy c a m o t  

10 -t, m o t  expect that  the Comnweal th  of Virginia  o r  

11 tbc Virginia national G u u d  or ,  indeed, t he  National Guard 

12 -au rill o r  can ass- operating expenses f o r  this post,  
13 threby keeping the tsahhq areas f o r  use by the  ac t ive  and 

14 cat Reserve u ~ y .  

15 So l e t  me be cleas. Despite t he  important value of 

16 mrt Pickett  and tbe jobs and a l s o  its importance t o  t he  

17 l r t i o o a t  Guard of Virginia,  and all t h a t  importance, our 

18 C-14th is  in no f inancia l  posi t ion t o  ass= the  

1 -rise fo r  operating o r  sa iotpinlng this post.  I t  would be, 

t fect ,  an unfunded federal  mandate. The United S ta t e s  

s-d e i t h e r  use it o r  let it be used f o r  o ther  

22 pmrposer. 

Page 
tha t  is readiness. 'this is my 17th year t h a t  I have served 

on the  Senate Ansed Services Camit tee .  And as w e  approach 

our responsibi l i t ies  in the  Congress this year. readiness is  

foremost i n  terms of our p r i o r i t i e s .  

And these decisions today t h a t  we are addressing 

d i r ec t ly  h p a c t  on the  a b i l i t y  of the  ove ra l l  defense 

s t ructure  t o  provide f o r  *rica, f o r  our  allies and f r iends  

around the  world, a ready force  i f  needed. Now, turning t o  

the  probleas a s  I see  them. The f i r s t  -tion is t h a t  

pertaining t o  Port Pickett ,  which the  Amy wants to close, 

but close in a unique way. 

We respectful ly  say, Uadame ChaCllan and -rs of 

the Cumission, this is an unwise recolpendation. It 

deserses your c loses t  scrutiny. And our delegation 

recornends the  following. Now, I'm going to address Por t  

Pickett;  other members of the  delegation a r e  going t o  take 

d i f f e ren t  pa r t s  of the  BRAC process throughout the state. In 

my opinion, I frankly bel ieve the  Department of Defense and 

the  Anmy were not thorouqh, not  thorough in gathering the  

f ac t s  t o  present t o  t h i s  d is t inguished comxission in terns of 

t he i r  decision. 

Their analys is  of t he  f o r t ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and cost- 
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effect iveness  was i n a r m r a t e .  1 repeat  t h a t  -- i na rmra te .  

This afternoon, we present  t o  you an altern.tt ive one, with 

regard t o  For t  Pickett;  one t b a t  is  the  result of n u e r o u s  

hours of exhaustive research by the  team t h a t  I mentioned in  

my opening s t a t e r en t .  I bel ieve t h a t  t he  f a c t s  you w i l l  hear 

w i l l  i n t ens i fy  what you, a s  Chairman. witne:tsed when you 

personally -- and w thank you -- came t o  tlris important 

mi l i t a ry  in s t a l l a t i on .  

Namely, in deaonstra t ing substanthal deviation, 

which is a reqni-t under your s t a t u t e  f~:om the  Department 

of Defense, t he  Amy's statements a s  t o  ailj.taq value. As a 

br ief  overview, I d iscuss  tw points.  Firel:, while the  

Department of Defense, its recoaenda t ions  I-eqarding Fort 

14 Picket t  closure, in r e a l i t y  in tends  to keep the  pos t  open. 

on March 7th, in Washington, both Secretary of the 1:: b y  7-0 west  am^ ~ o y  m e f  of s t a f f  ceneral s u ~ i v a n  

17 t e s t i f i e d  before this c o l i s s i o n  t h a t  major t ra inlng areas, 

18 such a s  For t  Pickett .  which they had r e c m r d e d  f o r  closure 

19 would ac tua l ly  remain open a s  enclaves, to t r a i n  Reserve 

20 coaponent uni ts .  But nwhere  i n  any disc losure  dPclrents 

21 does the  h y  specify  what t h e  tern, enclave, -3, nor a 

22 de f in i t i on .  

Now, discrepancies are a l s o  apparent elsewhere. and 

I point ou t  For t  Lee. The Army's r-dation to real ign 

Kenner Anmy Hospital a t  Fort Lee, Virginia  to be a clinic. I 

question the  m i l i t a r y  value of c lo s ing  an in-patient f a c i l i t y  

on a post  t h a t  bas a mi l i t a ry  popl la t ion of over 7.000, on 

which r isky parachute t r a in ing  is o f t en  conducted, and whose 

hospi ta l  provides medical support t o  t he  maneuver t ra ining 

area to  nearby For t  Picket t ,  where high-risk t ra ining occurs 

dai ly .  

I understand t h a t  the Deparbent  of Defense Tr icare  

medical plan is expected t o  handle m i l i t a r y  family members 

and retirees. But pa r t i cu l a r ly  a t  an i n s t a l l a t i o n  where 

high-risk t r a in ing  is performed, it is important to have more 

14 than a m e r e  c l i n i c  to support our brave people in d f o m .  

15 And now I close, Uadame Chai- and e r s  of t ba  

16 roaai t tee ,  again, with tbe t h e s i s  of my -ts is 

17 readiness, which is a top p r i o r i t y  in tbe Congress this year. 

1 B h d  I n w  i n v i t e  t o  the s a d  my dis t inguished 

19 colleague, t he  junior  Senator from Virginia,  Senator Row. 

20 (Applause. ) 

21 SBNA~OR -: I thank my dis t inguished *enlor 

22 colleague. -dame Cbaill.an and -re of tbe Cos i s s ion ,  I 
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I f ,  as t he  h y  has recent ly  briefed, a Fort 

Picket t  enclave is  t o  encompass most of t he  exis t ing land, 

but  cons i s t s  of subs t an t i a l l y  less personnel than a r e  

cu r r en t ly  assirpled, t he  h y  is  creat ing a s i t ua t ion  t h a t  

w i l l  no t  serve  tbe secu r i ty  i n t e r e s t s  of this country. I t  

could w e l l  end in a f a i lu re .  Experience t e l l s  everyone tha t  

a v iable  major t r a in ing  area requires s u f f i c i e n t  land f o r  

several  u n i t s  to s M t a n e o u s l y  train, plus  - and I 

mderscore  -- plus  an adequate permanent cadre of people t o  

keep the  ranges open and, Madame Chairman, Uhe adequate 

s a fe ty  t b a t  is needed on these  ranges. 

You can ' t  have one without the  other .  I t  is  not i n  

the  bes t  interest t o  nat ional  s ecu r i ty  t o  taite a half-hearted 

approach to t r a in i rg .  I bel ieve t h a t  creat ion of an enclave 

is  nothing less than a half-hearted approach. I f i m l y  

believe the  f a c t s  you w i l l  see presented today by others  w i l l  

g r ea t ly  support keeping For t  P i cke t t  t o t a l l y  open and 

operational.  

Now, the  Aoy,  in my j u d y t ,  failled t o  give 

proper erpbasis  to t h e  full  a r r ay  of mi l i t aq r  un i t s  t ha t  

u t i l i z e  this base. For example. l a s t  year. 42 percent of the 

un i t s  and 36 percent of t he  people who t ra ined in  Fort 
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1 thank you f o r  this opportunity to appear. And -dame 

2 Chairnan, spec i f i ca l ly ,  I r e i t e r a t e  t he  thanks t h a t  Governor 

3 N l e n  and Senator Warner have a l ready extended to you, 

4 personally. f o r  caaCng and v i s i t i n g  For t  Picket t  with us  

5 e a r l i e r  in the  year. 

6 I'm no t  q u i t e  ce r t r l .  what t h e  m l o r r  mean, but  I ' m  

a f r a i d  t h a t  t he  tire a l l o t t e d  f o r  the three statewide 

o f f i c i a l s  may have expired a t  this point.  Would you appr ise  

me of whether o r  no t  t he re r s  any tire l e f t ?  

CBAIIWCMAN COX: W e l l .  you do still have 10 

seconds. But we probably could extend t h a t  f o r  a very sho r t  

period of time. - AGISY: Ha- Chli-? 

SBYAMR ROBB: Ma* Chai-, what I would - 
GOVERNOR W N :  Bold it jut a second. madare 

Chairman, we've t r i e d  t o  a l l o c a t e  all this the bere. W e  

117 ac tua l ly  have b u i l t  in f i v e  minutes. And s o  I would l i k e  to I 
I 18 extend t o  our senator,  Senator Robb. those four  mimutes. 

19 Then that.  again, t he  r e s t  of the group doesn't use this w 

'20 an example of how you allocate y o u  40 minutes. (lauqhter.) 

21 CBAIRWOIRII COX: Thank you. Senator Robb, we'll 

22 give you f i v e  minutes. 

I 
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Picket t  w e r e  frcm t h e  ac t ive  a i l i t a r y  conponeat. So t ha t  was 

not  given proper emphasis i n  t h e i r  calculatic8ns. F i r s t ,  18 

ac t ive  d i f f e r e n t  u n i t s  f r a  For t  Bragq, North Carolina, 

alone, t ra ined f o r  a t o t a l  of 223 days a t  Fo1t Picket t .  

Nearly hal f  of t h e  ac t ive  un i t s  who used Fort 

Picket t  in *94 were f r a  s e rv i ces  other  than the  m y ,  and 

the  f o r t ' s  un res t r i c t ed  air space. That unique a t t r i b u t e  of 

Fort P i cke t t  brought 600 high-perfo-ce a i r c r a f t  s o r t i e s  t o  

For t  P i cke t t  l a s t  year. m a t ' s  open a i r  space -- scmethinq 

that 's becoming increas ingly  in shor t  supply all across the 

United S ta t e s .  With the  addi t ional  squadrons designated f o r  

naval air s t a t i o n  Oceana, it is logical  t o  expect t ha t  i n  

future  years, t he  n-r of sucb s o r t i e s  a t  t he  post  would 

increase subs t an t i a l l y .  

None of these  points ,  I respectful ly  say t o  the  

C o l i s s i o n ,  none of these  points  were adequately discussed in  

any of t he  m y ' s  docll.ents supporting the  recomendation to  

c lose  For t  Picket t .  Su f f i ce  i t  f o r  w t o  include tha t  i t  

Mkes no sense f i s ca l ly ,  operat ional ,  o r  from Ule standpoint 

of safe ty ,  t o  c lose  an i n s t a l l a t i o n  which aff<>rds  superb 

t r a h i n g  t o  both the  ac t ive  and Reserve canpoland of a l l  the  

services  of our g r e a t  United s t a t e s  n i l i t a r y .  
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SENATOR ROBB: Hadame Chai-, I thank you, and I 

w i l l  be very b r i e f .  I have a f o m  stat-t t h a t  I w a l d  

l i k e  t o  include f o r  t he  record. I have a l s o  a statement f r a  

Congressman Jin )loran, who was no t  ab l e  to be here  today, 

pa r t i cu l a r ly  addressing the  s i t u a t i o n  in t h e  space naval 

warfare sys t em C-d, t h a t  I w u l d  l i k e  t o  suhit f o r  the  

record. 

I had planned t o  g ive  a very b r i e f  synopsis, in 

trying t o  use our the a s  e f f e c t i v e l y  a s  possible,  t o  t a lk  a 

l i t t l e  b i t  about t he  SPAWAR aud t h e  a l l o u t i o n  t b a t  is set up 

there. W e  had two addi t ional  exper ts .  I'm going to leave 

tha t  e n t i r e  argupent -- I've a l ready made my prepared remarks 

with respect to why w e  bel ieve t h a t  SP- ought to s t ay  

where i t  is and why w e  think that tbe decis ion t o  move was 

based so l e ly  on the  concern about g e t t i n g  o u t  of leased 

space. 

So I have now taken a good deal  of what I bad 

planned t o  cover. )loving r i g h t  along, I want a l s o  t o  

address, Madame Chairman, i f  I may, very b r i e f ly ,  YADBP 

Norfolk. Again, I would r e l y  on my f u l l  testimony, but would 

suggest t o  you t h a t  once the  decis ion was made t o  r ed i r ec t  

a l l  of the a i d  -- a l l  of the  F-14s. a s  well a s  a s ign i f i can t  
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9 t o  -, i t  I may. F ina l ly ,  one i tem t h a t  was n o t  inc luded  

10 rrd r a y  not  be on your r a d a r  screen ,  h a s  t o  do  w i t h  Clarendon 

11 Y p r r e  Fa Arlington. 

12 In  1993, t h e  BRAC d i r e c t e d  t h e  two Navy Deparlaent 

13 move o u t  of leased  o f f i c e  space  I n  Clarendon Square 

May 4, 1995 ~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

14 h Arlinqton. These c o m ~ d s  a r e  t h e  o f f i c e  of t h e  Depaty 

15 Qief of S t a f f  t o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  l o g i s t i c s ,  headquar te rs  

16 u e  Corps, am3 t h e  U S  systems c a n a n d .  I am concerned 

17 m a t  f a c t o r s  simply beyond t h e  c o n t r o l  o t  t h e  Navy Department 

18 y y  make t h e  W g  of these  p a r t i c u l a r  moves i l l - a d v i s e d  and 
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1 -atration of the m-18s back t o  oceana, t h a t  i t  makes 

2 s u s e  t o  keep t b e  naval  rework f a c i l i t y  which s e r v e s  them i n  

area. 

I f  you decide ,  o r  i f  t h e  Navy cones t o  t h e  -- t h e  

ices  subsequently dec ide  t o  move t o  a combined c e n t e r ,  we 

k t h a t  t h a t  would be enhanced by having t h e  s k i l l s  )remain !@!? 
7 im t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a .  Aqain, I l a y  this o u t  a t  sow 

I) de-1 in my fo& remarks. and I w i l l  s imply make reference  

19 - t r q  t o  t h e  BRAC l e g i s l a t i o n  of  1993. 

120 The DmS f o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  l o g i s t i c s  was d i r e c t e d  

21 t o  a r e  t o  t h e  Pentagon. Unfortunately,  t h e  10-year 

22 r u o v a t i o n  o t  the Pentagon -- and I w i l l  even a b b r e v i a t e  this 
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1 c e r t i f i e d  da ta  c a l l s ,  and For t  P i c k e t t  p rovided  t h e  

2 Infomation. '  

3 Chalraan Dixon then asked, in o t h e r  words, you 

4 ta lked  t o  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  people involved a t  F o r t  P i c k e t t l  

5 s e c r e t a r y  West responded. and I quote, " G a e r a l  Shane s a i d  it 

6 was our p r a c t i c e  t o  do s o  i n  every  case,  c e r t i f i e d  d a t a  

7 c a l l s . '  Wow, on t h e  sur face ,  it sounds l i k e  they  c o n s u l t e d  

8 with everyone who t r a i n s  a t  P i c k e t t  b e f o r e  making t h e  

9 decision.  But then t h e  Amy t o l d  me, d u r i n g  DDD's j o i n t  

10 review Ln February of 1995, no one r a i s e d  any i s s u e s  

11 regarding t h e  m y ' s  recomendat ion .  

12 Now, reading between t h e  l i n e s ,  I beqan to s u s p e c t  

13 t h a t  there  were no d a t a  c a l l s  f o r  anyone b u t  t h e  m y  

14 Reserve. And s i n c e  t h e  d a t a  c a l l s  were due l a s t  September, I 

15 t r i e d  t o  pin them down by asking, why u n t i l  September 30th. 

16 1994, and a p a r t  from d a t a  c a l l s  responded t o  by F o r t  P i c k e t t  

17 throuqh t h e i r  cha in  of c-d, meaning t h e  m y  Reserve, d i d  

18 IAe Amy i s s u e  d a t a  calls t o  any o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  coPponent o r  

19  s e r v i c e  o r  federa l ,  s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  department o r  agency. 

20 regardtnq t h e  use  of F o r t  P i c k e t t ?  

21 on ~ p r i l  15th. t h e  Amy repl ied .  and I quote, 

22 'After reviewing t h e  process,  General Shane concurs t h a t  the 
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, 1 p o r t i o a  -- s i n p l y  doesn' t  l eave  room. I t ' s  110 percent  

1 2 occrrpied a t  this p a r t i c u l a r  moment. *e b e l i e v e  i t  M k e s  

1 3 +cue t o  leave  them in t b e i r  c u r r e n t  space,  which was 

4 drsiqned f o r  t b e i r  use.  

That's e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  w t  weSre aaking  with 

-t to the SPNlNt facilities as wel l .  Knowing t h a t  we're 

a l ready  t respass ing  on the tire of  some of  the experts. And 

8 jo in inq  my c o l l e a g m ,  ubo a l s o  s e n e d  in t h e  Marine Corps in 

9 relcaisg t h e  former C-t, Geaeral  Gray, a s  wel l  a s  not  

1 0  ' y  o t h e r  lerbers of  Corqress, b u t  many o t h e r  -unity 

ted l eaders  w i l l  n o t  be formal ly  t e s t i f y i n g .  

There a r e  many f o l k s  t h a t  aade  t h e  t r i p  h e r e  today 

w - r s c o r e  what we b e l i e v e  are t h e  s e r i o u s  concerns t h a t  

14 re know you and t h e  Corr l ss ion  w i l l  t a k e  i n t o  account when 

15 yoa a e  yoor decis ion ,  and we thank you. 

16 (Applause. ) 

17 CBhIl(YOCR. COX: Thank you very  much, and w e ' l l  be 

18 w r y  pleased to have your toll statement,  and t h a t  of 

19 Conqres- -ran. 

20 GOVWloR ALLBY: Madame Chairaan, t h e  f i r s t  

21 i m s t a l l a t i o n  t h a t  we'd l i k e  t o  d i s c u s s  w i l l  be F o r t  P i c k e t t .  

22 Cosgres- mom S i s i s k y ,  who r e p r e s e n t s  Virg in ia ' s  4 t h  
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Amy d i d  not  i s s u e  any w r i t t e n  d a b  calls to any o t h e r  

m i l i t a r y  department o r  anyone e l s e ,  I might add. regardLng 

t h e i r  use of For t  Pickett . '  Now, every p a r t y  t o  t h i s  

dec is lon  now a d n i t s  e x l s t i n g  d a t a  c a l l s  c o n t a i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  

e r r o r s ;  and t h a t  no j o i n t  use  data c a l l s  were i ssued .  

Air Force, Navy, Marines, S W ,  and S p e c i a l  ops' 

use of For t  P i c k e t t  were completely ignored. I n  f a c t ,  

General Gray came h e r e  t o  d e l i v e r  t h e  mine data call. N o r ,  

f r m  ta lk ing  t o  t h e  ch ief  of S t a f f  and o t h e r  m y  o f f i c i a l s .  

I th ink  t h e  r e a l  i s s u e  is, t h e  Anmy wants o t h e r  u s e r s  to 

share  t h e  c o s t  of opera t ing  P i c k e t t .  And the m y  is 

probably r i q h t .  But they're wrong to u s e  t h e  BRAC process  t o  

c o l l e c t  due b i l l s .  

In  addi t ion ,  t h e  m y  does n o t  think P i c k e t t  w i l l  

c lose .  They th ink  they ' l l  s t i l l  be a b l e  to train t h e r e  

because t h e  Guard w i l l  on ly  l e a s e  93 p e r c e n t  of t h e  pos t .  

The enclave allows i t  t o  have t h e i r  cake and  e a t  it, too. 

They g e t  t o  one, claim big  savings  by s t i c k i n g  s-ne e l s e  

w i t h  t h e  b i l l ;  two. avoid impact a r e a  envi ronaenta l  clean-up 

cos ts ;  and three.  still go t h e r e  t o  train. But a s  you heard 

Governor Allen, Vi rq in ia  w i l l  n o t  accept  the unfunded f e d e r a l  

-date. 
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CosgreSSional D i s t r i c t ,  which inc ludes  F o r t  P i c k e t t  h a s  $lone 

L.+rodoctory m k s ,  and w i l l  b e  p r e s e n t l n q  a l l  t h e  o t h e r s  

vbo w i l l  be t a l k l n g  on that.  And w ' d  now l i k e  t o  a l l o c a t e ,  

to t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  you cu p u t  on your clock, 40 a i n u t e s  f o r  

tbe Port  P ickec t  presenta t ion .  

CIUIl(YOCR. o)(: 40 minutes.  And we're honored t o  

haTe Congresrasn S i s i s k y  with u s  today. 

CUUGRESSmU SISISKY: Mdame Chair,  members of t h e  

C c a i s s i o n ,  I thank you. And I a l s o  thank Congressaan Piline, 

10 rrd the -ty r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  who are l e d  by B i l l  

11 h m b n u t e r .  Chaillran of  the F o r t  P i c k e t t  suppor t  group. I'm 

12 wing t o  t a l k  very f a s t ,  because I don't waat t o  t a k e  t o o  

13 - t h ,  and 1'- going t o  sit r i q h t  here .  I'm honored, 

14 m, t o  be accorpanied by t h e  former Marine Corps 

I5 C-dmt. General Al Gray, and former F o r t  P i c k e t t  

16 Ccannder ,  co lonel  Chuck W i l l i a m s .  

m e y  cont inue  to s e n e  t h e i r  count ry  by I:: -01-teering, volunteer, t o  b e  bere .  , t h e y e l l  p rovide  

1 .  .11s of what I'm about  t o  say.  on M r c h  7th,  Chai-, 

n asked i f  t b e  Anmy c o n s u l t e d  t h e  leadership of othex 

i c e s  and agencies who t r a i n  a t  P i c k e t t .  General Shane, 

22 a t  t h a t  time, sa id ,  and I quote, -me answer is, yes, we had 
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The bottom l i n e  is, t h e  C o m i s s i o n  should  f i n d  

s u b s t a n t i a l  devia t ion  f r m  every l i l i t a q  v a l u e  c r i t e r i a .  

One, t h e  Amy s i r p l y  never examined c u r r e n t  and f u t u r e  

l l i s s ion  requirements and t h e  impact on o p e r a t i o n a l  readiness  

O X  Doo's t o t a l  force .  m e y  weren't i n t e r e s t e d ,  and they  

never asked. Two, t b e  m y  p a t e n t l y  ignored  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

and condi t ion  of land  f a c i l i t i e s  and air space  a t  r e c e i v i n g  

lcrcations. And m y  I say, thank goodness f o r  t h e  red 

ccckaded woodpecker. And you ' l l  h e a r  about  t h a t  l a t e r .  

Three, rece iv ing  loca t ions ,  do n o t  have t h e  a b i l i t y  

t o  accanwdate  f o r c e s  t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  train a t  P i c k e t t .  And 

four,  c o s t  and manpower impl ica t ions  a r e  f l a t  o u t  wrong. Mow 

can you save more money p e r  year  than i t  costs t o  o p e r a t e  t h e  

pos t?  I f  you d i d  math l i k e  t h a t  on your tax re turn .  you'd 

probably be in a l i t t l e  t rouble .  Now, I thinlr t h e s e  are 

s u f f i c i e n t  grounds t o  r e j e c t  t h e  recomendat ion .  

General S u l l i v a n  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  we-re tak ing  a 

r i s k ,  t h a t  we push t h e  edge of t h e  envelope. You cam reduce 

r i s k  a t  very l i t U e  c o s t  by saving  P o r t  P i c k e t t .  Now, we'l l  

s e e  the  video, and hear  f r w  Colonel Wil l laas .  Colonel. 

COIDI(BL W I I I ~ :  Madame Chairperson, 

d is t inguished  C d s s i o n e r s ,  i tVs  a p l e a s u r e  t o  speak wi th  
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d i s to r t ed .  And a s  I go through t h i s  process, this briefing, 

I think you w i l l  core  t o  t h a t  conclusion. 

We have been t o l d  the  mi l i t a ry  value was a 

c r i t e r i a .  I think a t  the  end of t h i s  br ief  lng, you w i l l  

understand tha t  it w a s  budget -- who pays the  b i l l  -- t h a t  

was the  c r i t e r i a .  not  mi l i t a ry  value. W e  W L l l  a l s o  show you 

tha t  it was not a total fo rce  coplitrent, t o t a l  force  either 

in the  Army -- a s  you w i l l  see, t h e  National Guard Bureau was 

8ase Realignment & Closure Multi-pageTM May 4,1995 

13 not  in support of t he  decision to c lose  For t  Picket t  -- a s  

14 well a s  o the r  components of t he  DeparIment of Defense, 

15 pa r t i cu l a r ly  the  Navy and the  Marines. 
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1 you today on behalf of For t  Picket t .  I f  you would, you have 

2 the  slides avai lable  in your booklet. You may follow there  

3 i f  you cannot read the  s l i d e s  a s  t hey r re  on the  board. I 

4 would l i k e  t o  s t r e s s  t h a t  t h e  Amy process w a s  flawed and 

16 I f  I could worry a t  you on For t  Picket t  a b i t .  

17 This is  the  s i z e  of Washington, D.C.. overlalid on t h a t  is 

18 For t  Picket t .  We-re ce r t a in ly  no t  recornencling t h a t  you move 

19 D.C. t o  Picket t ,  but it m u l d  probably make the  folks  i n  D.C. 

20 very happy, and t h e  fo lks  in Nottoway County a little safer .  

21 m e  mt s l i d e  should dep ic t  t he  a rea  t h a t  For t  Picket t  n o w  

22 covers. And it was i n t e r e s t h g  t h a t  t he  decision was t o  
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1 ex i s t i ng  maneuver a r eas  and ranges is severely  r e s t r i c t e d  a t  

2 Fort Bragg. 

3 They've go t  t o  f i nd  another p lace  t o  -ah. And 

4 ye t  we a r e  to ld  t h a t  For t  Bragg w i l l  absorb the  units t h a t  

a r e  t ra ining a t  For t  Picket t .  Bow can that be? These l a t t e r  

posts,  and tbey identLfy a few, are too g r e a t  a distance to 
be used f o r  inact ive  duty t ra ining,  t r a i d n g  on veekends. 

They're too f a r  away; you can ' t  g e t  there. me w e t  

e s sen t i a l  p a r t  of readiness is t r a in ing  tire. Md that  bas 

not  been analyzed in any of these  analyses. What is the  

t ra tning time ava i l ab l e  t o  a un i t ?  

The f i v e  n j o r  maneuver trai.n.imq a r u  are 

13 e s sen t i a l  t o  maintain t r a in ing  and readlness  standard f o r  the  

14 m y  National Guard. You w i l l  hear  about poets  that can do 

15 t h i s  and do t h a t  a t  t h e i r  post.  They cannot do tber 
16 unrestricted: they cannot do them without waivers. I heard 

17 Coraissioner Robles ask about Fo r t  DF. and the  u p a b i l i t y  of 

18 Table VIII. No, they cannot f i r e  Table VIl I  r i g b t  oor. They 

19 w i l l  be ab l e  to f i r e  i t  i f  they ever  g e t  t he  range b u i l t .  

20 They cannot absorb t h e  annored u n i t  t r a in ing  t h e n .  

21 Again, t he  Yational Guard has sa id ,  t he  funds 

22 should accompany the t ransfer .  That  does n o t  sound tm me 

Paqe 

1 c lose  For t  Picket t  a ~ d  r e t a i n  an enclave. 

2 I f  you would, t he  next, f l i p  it, now, the  average 

3 person would look a t  this and say, well, the  enclave would be 

4 the  black area .  No. that ' s  not  true. The enclave is the  

5 white area .  And y e t  we are going to operate  the  enclave with 

6 14 personnel. I sutait to you that cornon sense has died. 

1 lladaae Chairperson, you w i l l  recall a t  For t  IPickett, when 

8 asked a question, Colowl  Allen r ep l i ed  t h a t  the data  calls 

9 were s a t  ou t  and t h a t  t he re  r e r e  some error:#; and yes, I ' l l  

10 take the  hit on that .  

11 A q a h ,  flawed and d i s to r t ed  da t a  was what t he  

12 decision was based upon. Again, a t  your BW: Comission 

13 hearing on march 7th. d i d  the  Amy consul t  wi t h  t he  

14 leadership  of o ther  services  and federal  aqemcies? The 

15 answer is, yes, acco rdbg  t o  General Shane. In other  words, 

16 you ta lked t o  tbe o the r  people, again pressblq to g e t  t he  

17 answer. And again, Secretary  W e s t  said, it rlas our p rac t i ce  

18 to do s o  in every case  -- c e r t i f i e d  da t a  calls. 
19 After  looking f o r  t he  data c a l l s  and t rying t o  

20 loca t e  t he  information, w e  went back to our e lected o f f i c i a l ,  

21 C o n g r e s m  Sisisky, s a i d  we could not  locate  thea, and asked 

22 h i m  t o  ask the  Anmy where they were. And the  response is 

c l e a r  -- a f t e r  reviewing the  pmcess, Brigadier General Shane 

concurs t h a t  t he  Amy d i d  no t  i s sue  any wri t ten  data  c a l l s  t o  

any other  l i l i t a r y  department o r  any federal.  s t a t e  o r  local 

gover-t . 
I believe General Shane was under t he  same oath 

t h a t  I took, p r io r  t o  t a lk ing  t o  you. In addition, when re 

t a lk  about t o t a l  fo rce  caslitmnnt,  we t a lk  about t he  Amy, 

the  Reseme and the  National Guard. You heard General Allen 

say t h a t  we aren't  -- the  s t a t e  is  not going t o  pick up an 

unfunded mandate. The Guard Bureau t o  t h e  Department of the  

Amy on March 31st:  we a r e  concerned about t he  addi t ional  

cos t s  t o  maintain enclaves. W e  a r e  a home-based 

organization, we must t r a i n  near  our  organization. We cannot 

consol idate  its u n i t s  around the  few reaaining t ra ining 

s i t e s .  

For t  Pickett ,  a s  you have heard, was always a place 

where the  Pennsylvania, W e s t  Virginia,  and Virginia Guard and 

Reserve u n i t s  trained. The North Carolina National Guard has 

caae on l i n e  with t h e i r  30th brigade enhanced -- mech and 

amor ,  i f  you w i l l  -- and says tha t  the  d m d s ,  120 
enviro-tal considerat ions  of put t ing the  redheaded 

cockaded woodpecker. The u t i l i z a t i o n  of a large  force  of 
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l i k e  steady s t a t e  savings. That sounds t o  m e  l i k e  wvFDg the  

money f r m  one pot  t o  another. General Baratr. in a 

correspondence t o  t he  RW(SCM -- correct ion,  to the Vice 

Chief of S t a f f  of t he  h y  -- through the  current RY(SCOI 

c a r w d e r ,  who w i l l  soon be t h e  Chief of S t a f f  of the M y ,  

s a id  this, 'maintenance and operation of ranges require a 

full-time e n v i r o m e n t d  s t a f f .  me s t a t e  of lev Jersey baa 

the  post s t r ingen t  environmental regulations. The va l id  

a i s s ions  of preparing t o  execute mobilization, contisgency 
plans and other  peacetime missions are no t  poss ible  with a 

TM of 250.' 

I read t h a t  as, I need more people a t  Fo r t  D i .  to 

absorb the  u n i t s  t h a t  a r e  going there. I t  you zero ou t  and 

go t o  I4 a t  Picket t  and you p r t  t h e r  a t  For t  D i x ,  you don't 

have a savings. You saw the  a t t r i b u t e s  of Fort Picket t  on 
the  video. The 45,000 acres; t he  30,000-plus contiguous 

maneuver and t r a in ing  acres; t h e  air spa- clea~ance.. which 

exceeds almost every other  pos t  in the  contiguous United 

States ,  a c r i t e r i a  added by the  Depar-t of t he  Aoy; t he  

capab i l i t y  of taking C-17s. C-130 and C-41. which, by the  

way, was inaccurate in the CUBRA, along with a few other  

things in the  COBRA. 
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These a t t r i bu te s ,  and remember i f  you w i l l ,  Hadame 
Chairperson, a t  For t  Pickett .  you asked, w h a t  is unique about 

Fort Picket t?  For t  Picket t  has a l l  of these  a t t r i b u t e s  a t  

one location -- one-stop training. with very l i t t le 
const ra int ,  with very little r e s t r i c t i o n .  That is what makes 

Fort Picket t  unique. In the  Wid-Atlantic region. t he re  are I 
no other  places t h a t  have all of those a t t r i b u t e s .  That is 

what is unique. 

Let's W e  a look a t  t he  tralniag t h a t  took place  

a t  For t  Picket t  i n  F'Y 94, a question t h a t  was no t  asked 

because it was focused on Reserve only. What about ac t ive  

forces?  And t h a t  a l s o  makes For t  P i cke t t  unique hecauee it 

is one of t he  major t ra ining a reas  i den t i f i ed  t h a t  h a m  to 

support the  overflow of ac t ive  duty trPinLng. me 10th 

Uountain t r a l n s  there .  The 24th Division t r a i n s  there. The 

82nd Airborne and the  18th Airborne Four t r a i n  there. Those 

a r e  ac t ive  uni ts .  

And guess what? Their t r a in ing  a t  For t  Picket t  

goes down, and these  numbers are down because quess where 

they were? They were deployed. Those n u b e r s  would have 

been much higher. They a r e  t he  f i r s t  to deploy. Why do they 

cone t o  Fort Picket t ,  t h e i r  h o w  base? Their bases a r e  going 
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1 
t o  absorb tbe  t ra ining f r m  the  other  un i t s ?  I think not.  1 equiplent, which i s  already located a t  For t  Picket t ,  and can 

j : md -gab ,  t o t a l  force -- who trains there; why do they t r a i n  2 be drawn. 

-7 And f ina l ly ,  they have inclllded in the  manpower 

Tkis is f r m  the  naval specia l  warfare -- 4 savings, the manning of the  water t reaInent  and the  sewage 

w f i a b l e ,  predeployment SFXL t r a in ing  must take place  a t  5 treatment plants,  which were already scheduled t o  go away a s  / r r o r t  Pickett .  It is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  dupl icate  anywhere e lse .  6 we privatized and turned over t o  the  c i t y  o r  t o  t he  water 

I - and is  very cost ly .  I don't bel ieve they were asked up 7 authority. That has been included. That's about a 7 t o  10 

I I tmt .  C e a n d e r ,  2nd Tank Battalion, 2nd w i n e  Division 8 percent inclusion in those f igures .  They're going away. I 

and. aqab.  Wadame Chairperson, I bel ieve you saw them on the  9 would now l i k e  t o  bring up the  f o r w r  wine C-dant, hut 

!a g r d  a t  r o r t  Picket t  when you w r e  there .  F a c i l i t i e s  t o  10 not the  former narine. General N. (Applause.) 

: a-1i.b this t ra ining,  Table VIII -- again, we asked about 

;: T a l c  VIII -- Table VIII without r e s t r i c t i on ,  without 

1; s ~ i n g  otber areas  of -9, which you cannot do a t  the  

11 GE*BRAL GRAY: Madame Chairnan, d is t inguished 

12 members of the Conrission, I couldn't he lp  chuckle. In 1970, 

13 a t  Camp laJeune, we began t o  p ro t ec t  the  redheaded cockaded 

14 o- 1-tions; again, critical. I 14 woodpecker. And I bel ieve we've got  few of them nor, s ince  

1-25 I f  I bring my un i t  to Por t  P i cke t t  and I want t o  15 we s t a r t ed  taking ca re  of them. I want t o  j u s t  say t h a t  I , 
.b trri. and I don't ge t  shut  down, t h a t  is  t ra ining tine tha t  I 

.' can ose. This hat ta l ion.  again, has used For t  Knox, 

a n u t o c t y ,  a t  a cos t  of $587,000. You d id  not  ask how a m y  

d o l l a r s  d d  be saved by the o the r  services  in the  COBIVL. 

nut's a b u t  $1 mil l ion a year, because they must go twlce a 

yemr t o  a r t i f y  t h e i r  tank crews. Again. t he  c-der of 

tbc 2nd Tank Battalion's coaaander, t he  cunanding genelcal of 

16 varfiqhting and preparation f o r  warfare, to include 

17 operations other than w a r  and keeping the  peace, is an art 

I8 f a r  more than a science. 

19 1t.s a t  Fort Picket t  where you m i n e  warriors and 

20 others practiced and learned the  art of warfare a s  we f i g h t  

21 today in the maneuver warfare thought process. And that ' s  

22 rllmarized very well by General Steele,  who c-ded the  
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: 2nd m i n e  Division, has s a i d  t h a t  tank c r e w s  a r e  

' 2 m q m k d  to qual i fy  twice a year -- sowth ing  we cannot 

3 a f fo rd  i f  re go elsewhere. 

4 Fort Picket t  has been, is  now, and w i l l  continue t o  

5 be u e r u t i a l  t r a in ing  area rhich cons t i t u t e s  a c r i t i c a l l y  

1 6 tort-ftcctlve l o u t i o n  f- rhich tbe ccabat  readiness -- I 

/ 1 thhk re heard senator  W a r n e r  speak of combat readiness  -- of 

9 orc of our nation's f ron t l i ne  crisis response divis ions ,  the  

9 Zll warbe Mlis ion ,  has  maintained. Succinctly, he is 

1' .tLsg h needs mrt Picket t  t o  rs inLain  h i s  readiness. 

There are inconsis tencies  I would l i k e  t o  bring up. 

trrLnFaq can be conducted e a s i l y  a t  Por t  Braqq -- and 
I is  rrlldag aboat t he  un i t9  t h a t  w u l d  no longer t r a i n  a t  
C4 .Mt Pickett .  And, tbers are w known environaental 

-5 '-5- a t  t he  receiving i n s t a l l a t i o n .  This i s  not  true. 

:6 m t h o m j  of Levis D. Walker, Deputy M s i s t a n t  Secretary  of 

17 t h  m. om 17 March, before t h e  %mate Committee on 

:I llrriromt and Fnblic Works: Por t  aragg has a 100,000 acre 

3 S b r t f l l l  in troinLag land and needs. Port Bragg ranges have 

-3 bea c l m d  i n t e o i t t e n t l y  and f o r  10 w n t h s ,  due t o  an 

3 - q e d  species,  the red cockaded woodpecker. 

22 V a t s  t r ave l  to other  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  f o r  normal 
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division f r m  1987 t o  1989. And that ' s  in your doclremts f o r  

the  record, because it's the  2nd Wine Division that =shed 

through the eas tern  part of I raq and Kuwait and retook Kuwait 

c i t y .  

And when General S t ee l e  ta lked to sow of his 

c-ders and o f f i ce r s  t ha t  had been with him, even though 

he was no longer with the  divis ion,  they s a i d  to birr in 

essence, i t  was easy -- it  was j u s t  l i k e  For t  Picket t .  

Because, you see, there, and only there, east of t he  

Mississippi can you r ea l ly  conduct the  *iod of d i n e d  amms 

warfare t o  include the  thought process t h a t  goes behind the  

a r t  of war. 

Because when you f in i sh ,  day o r  might, you can go 

t o  the  theater,  and you can bring the  corporals  and t he  

sergeants and the  young o f f i ce r s  in. and you could t a l k  to 
them about r h a t  r e n t  on -- no t  whether yon went to t he  l e f t  

o r  whether you went t o  the r igh t ,  lmt why d i d  you go t o  t he  

l e f t ;  why did  you 90 t o  t he  r igh t?  That's r h a t  you have t o  

do to  teach smart, young warriors today. And s o  Por t  Picket t  

is very c lose  t o  ay  heart,  and it was easy t o  change the  

sczhedule and c o w  back f o r  this today. 

I f  you didn't  have For t  Pickett ,  you're going t o  

1 t x d d q .  There were sinilar closures  i n  '92 and i n  '95, and 
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2 tbcrc w i l l  be in tbe future, because t h e  red cocLaded 

3 vadpecker  w i l l  be protected. Acquisition of addi t ional  

4 a-ge rill ensure readiness. I f  you would, re have a 

5 -t dDcrrentary t h a t  w i l l  docmmeat  t he  red cockaded 

6 wcadpecker and i- habi ta t .  

7 I was the  9-3 f o r  tbe d iv i s ion  a r t i l l e r y  a t  Fort 

9 w. I had to schedule t r a in ing  off  of For t  Bragq f o r  my 

9 d t s  to conduct t h e i r  ~m,  to conduct m s  and other  

LO thimqs. I t  was because ranges were shu t  d m  o r  re were 

X oolttrpi.ed. I d i d  an analys is  of where w e  could go tha t  

I2 r o l l d  -rt our t ra ining,  without cons t r a in t s .  Invariably, 

I3 I m d  po t o  mrt Picket t ,  because t h a t  is where I could 

14 trrFa unmnstrdned.  

15 The b y  claims a $20 mil l ion steady s t a t e  savings. 

16 W v e r ,  costs  do n o t  include itens such a s  the  increased 

17 pe13o-1 a t  For t  Dix, addressed by General Baratz; t h e  

10 nPzcbase of 10,000 ac res  a t  For t  Bragg, because of t h e i r  

!ninq land shortfall -- and let me t e l l  you, when you buy 

a t  ?Ort Bragg, you buy red cockaded woodpecker; new mt-l location f o r  tbe 2nd W i n e  Division and other  
22 services; the  increased transpor ta t ion cos t s  f o r  moving 
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have to  invent one. (Applause.) The f iqures ,  as indicated 

on the  s l ides ,  are h i s t o r i c a l  f igures .  They show no vis ion 

a t  all why W i n e s  w i l l  have 10 tiPles more warr iors  t ra ininq 

a t  Pickett  than t h a t  s l i d e  shows. Why7 Because i n  1991, 

120,000 were deployed around the  world, almost 100,000 in the  

Gulf. And a s  you know, every three  months. w e  go away f o r  

SIX months. So you've got  t o  r e s to re  t he  cycle; you've go t  

t o  rebui ld  the  schedule. 

m a t ' s  why they weren't up the re  -- there  w a s  
nobody t o  go there; not  when you have to go t o  Ea i t i ,  and not  

when you have t o  go t o  SoaaLia, and not  when you have t o  do 

everything e l se .  There are 35 percent of our  warriors 

deployed today around the  world. The nom, t h e  schedule, t he  

budget c a l l s  f o r  25 percent.  And so  I'd be very w a r y  in 

looking a t  a l l  these s tudies .  And a s  you know, I'm ant i -cost  

models. I still use a pencil  and a ca l cu la to r .  

Because when the  big  guys, l i k e  t h e  Arny and the  

Wavy and the A i r  Force, when they do cos t  models, they do 

averages. They do things l i ke ,  well, t he  average sa l a ry  in 

Washington here and there is  probably $45,000, $50,000 a 

year, so it's $45,000 a year a t  Picket t .  I ' ll  buy a l l  of you 

10 steak dinners i f  you can f ind  any employee a t  For t  Picket t  

1 
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I 3 know. (Applause.) 25 percent ,  25 percent  of $20 mi l l ion ,  I 3 value  and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  F o r t  P i c k e t t .  

4 t h a t ' s  $5 million.  $6 m i l l i o n .  I t  c o s t s  ilbout $16 m i l l i o n  t o  4 I do want t o  j u s t  t a k e  a couple  of  minutes of  my 
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And SO, YOU knw. it's j u s t  a LLIIOI thing,  YOU 
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1 members of t h e  C o r r i s s i o n  to r e a d  this letter at  your 

2 e a r l i e s t  oppor tuni ty ,  f o r  it srrs up e l o q u e n t l y  the m i l i t a r y  

8 t h e r e  -- built around t h e  tanks .  And a g d n ,  t h e  tanks -- you 

9 cannot q u a l i f y  your tank qunners anywhere e l s e  except  a t  For t  

10 P i c k e t t .  There a r e n ' t  any Table VIIIS.  

5 $18 m i l l i o n  to run P i c k e t t .  1 know t h a t  I-use I 've  been 

6 opera t ing  and us ing  F o r t  P i c k e t t  s i n c e  19111. I'm t h e  one 

7 t h a t  made it a maneuver warfare  combined auma t r a i n i n g  c e n t e r  

8 a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  c l o s u r e  of  their base. And we're no 

9 d i f f e r e n t .  Nevertheless.  F o r t  P i c k e t t  is  tbe ecooulc 
10 mainstay f o r  t h e  surrounding two-county i n p a c t  reg ion  where 

5 tlw to address  t h e  ~ c o n o l i c  impact  t h a t  c losuea  would have 

6 on Southside,  Vi rg in ia .  Ye uaders tand  t h a t  m y  c d t y ,  

7 l a r g e  o r  smal l ,  can tell you t h a t  t h e r e  is  a n  eco~aric b p a c t  

11 And i f  you don ' t  do  i t  twice  a year,  you haven't 

12 honed your readiness .  And you know whates going t o  happen7 

13  You're going to bleed, t h a t ' s  what you're going to do. I t  

14 c o s t s  f o u r  tires a s  much f o r  your Marines to train elsewbere 

15 than i t  does P i c k e t t .  Mow, t h a t  may b e  a l r i g h t  in t h e  m y  

11 t h e  g r e a t  preponderance of the c i v i l i a n  workforce r e s i d e .  

12 These two count ies ,  Mottoway and lunenburg, have 

13  c u r r e n t  unemployment r a t e s  of  6.3 p e r c e n t  and 10.4 p e r a n t ,  

14 respec t ive ly .  Ye were s u r p r i s e d  t h a t  Dinwiddie County was 

15 included in t h e  DM a n a l y s i s  rtlen. in f a c t ,  two F o r t  P i c k e t t  

16 o r  elsewhere. m a t  i s n ' t  v e r y  good f o r  your Marines -- 

17 $134,034.23. You n o t i c e ,  r e  round it out,  even t o  t h e  cents .  

18 Ye j u s t  f i n i s h e d  saving  $34.000 last year  by t c a l n i n g  our 

16 employees r e s i d e  there .  The proof  of t h e  m a t t e r  is, the 

17 i n c l u s i o n  of  Dinwiddie County d i l u t e s  the impact of t h e  

18 c losure .  m e  t o t a l  impact from t h e  c l o s u r e  of F o r t  P i c k e t t  

19 a s s a u l t  aaphib ian  v e h i c l e s  a t  P o r t  P i c k e t t .  

20 That's o u r  c o u n t e r p a r t  to t h e  Bradley. So bel ieve  

21 me, i f  there ' s  a cheaper  way to do it, we'd have thouqht 

22 about  it long aga. A n d  s o  I think, r e a l l y ,  tbe ball's in 

19 would amount to n e a r l y  7.5 percent of the workforce f o r  

20 Nottoway and luoenburq Counties.  

21 we understand t h a t  the r-dation to re- 
22 Por t  P i c k e t t  w i l l  be based p r i r a r i l y  on its m i l i t a r y  value  
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t o  t h e  Department of Defense. Bwever,  tbe epployment and 

econar ic  i n p a c t s  from t h e  proposed c l o s u r e  w i l l  b e  among t h e  

most s e r i o u s  of all c a n d i d a t e  c l o s u r e s  nationwide.  I n  

summary, a s  you can s e e  f r m  t h e  i n f o l l a t i o n  re have 

presented,  t h e  Amy made t h e  d e c i s i o n  to c l o s e  F o r t  P i c k e t t  

based on a c t i v e  N a y  budgetary savings,  and n o t  on t h e  

m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  F o r t  P i c k e t t  p rovides  to U.S. m i l i t a r y  forces .  

Under c l o s e r  s c m t i a y ,  the budge- savinqs  

i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  Anny a r e  n o t  sav ings  to the DM, b u t  only  

t o  t h e  Army. The v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of  t h e  a l l e g e d  savings  are 

a c t u a l l y  c o s t s  which t h e  Amy would attempt t o  p a s s  on to h e r  

s i s t e r  s e r v i c e s  and t o  t h e  C m n w e a l t h  o f  Virg in ia .  You've 

heard Governor N l e n  s t a t e  p u b l i c l y ,  t h a t  V i r g i n i a  w i l l  n o t  

accept  what would be, in e f f e c t ,  m unfunded randate. 

wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  value,  ve b e l i e v e  t h e  

Amy and S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d e v i a t e d  f m  tbe 

s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  n lnbers  one and three -- t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  

readiness  and t h e  a b i l i t y  to accomaodate continqency and 

mobi l iza t ion  of t h e  mD t o t a l  force .  The c l o s u r e  of P o r t  

P i c k e t t  h a s  s e r i o u s  i n p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  the f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  

inasmuch a s  f o r c e s  r e t a i n e d  would n o t  b e  a b l e  to main- an  

appropr ia te  l e v e l  of readiness .  

your c o u r t .  I n  my m i l i t a q  judqment, based on 41 years  of 

being a Marine, and f o u r  y e a r s  a s  a J o i n t  Chief, c l o s i n g  

P i c k e t t  is ludicrous .  It's a b s o l u t e l y  ridJLculous.  I t  has no 

-- i t  makes no s e n s e  whatsoever, when you l d k  about n o t  only 

readiness.  and r e a d i n e s s  is  only  a part -- anybody can be 

ready t o  g e t  on a n  a i r p l a n e ,  anybody can be! ready t o  g e t  on a 

s h i p  - b u t  are you prepared,  morally,  and menta l ly  and 

physically to win? 

That 's  the kind  of  c a p a b i l i t y  you have a t  P icke t t .  

And it sits r i g h t  h Nottoway County and Blackstone. with a 

g r e a t  bunch of  American people  t h a t  support  you. 1 know 

you've been there;  I don't  know i f  t h e  r e s t  of you have. Go 

by t h e  w a r  Memorial; t a k e  a look a t  it. I f  you don't  think 

you're s i t t i n g  i n  t h e  middle of  America, I 've missed my 

guess. man* you. (Applause.) 

CBILIWOIW COX: man* YOU. 

NR. ARI(BRUSZKR: I t h i n k  I j u s t  g o t  r e l i g i o n .  

(Lauqhter.) Cbai- Cox and  -rs of  than Base Closure and 

Realiq-t Coaaission,  a s  Chairpan of t h e  Fort  P i c k e t t  

suppor t  Group, I wish t o  thank you f o r  provid ing  us t h i s  

oppor tuni ty  t o  s h a r e  wi th  you o u r  s t r o n g  b e l i e f  t h a t  

S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense Per ry  h a s  made a s e r i o u s  e r r o r  in 

r-d#nq F o r t  P i c k e t t  f o r  c l o s u r e .  
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Based on t h e s e  f a c t s ,  w e  usge  you, the C a r i s s i o n ,  

t o  remove F o r t  P i c k e t t  f r a  tbs Secre-s list of 

recarrended c l o s u r e s .  And in conclusion,  I want to i n v i t e  

your a t t e n t i o n  to t h e  video, because n o  one  s a y s  it bette.r 

The suppor t  g-, cc+mposed of e l e c t e d  and 

governsent o f f i c i a l s ,  -unity leaders ,  andl concerned 

p r i v a t e  c i t i r w  -- all r o l u n t e e r s  -- from s seven county- 

a r e a  i n  Southside,  Vi rg in ia ,  a r e  h e r e  today, uni ted  i n  t h e  

b e l i e f  that a gr ievous  mis take  h a s  been made. And I want t o  

than u n i t  c-ders and u n i t  l e a d e r s  who a c t u a l l y  u s e  F o r t  

P icke t t .  This  is an  e x c e r p t  t r o a  an  i n t e r v i e w  t h a t  was 

t a k e  j u s t  a second t o  recognize  this group t h a t  cane up from 

Southside today t o  suppor t  us .  kt thm s e e  you o u t  there .  

(Applause. ) 

conducted by Channel 6 in Richpond t h e  day a f t e r  S e c r e t a r y  

Perry's  announcement. 

That c c a p l e t e s  o u r  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  I f  va have tire 

f o r  ques t ions  -- 
GEWBRIU. (31AY: That 's  a Xar ine  and  no t  a s o l d i e r .  

IIR. -USTER: General Gray wanted re to r a d ,  

tha t ' s  a Marine and n o t  a s o l d i e r .  (Iaughter.)  

cwunrman cox: m e  you very  much. m t h e r e  

I f  a l lowed t o  s tand ,  this recornendation w i l l  have 

a s i g n i f i c a u t  adverse  e f f e c t  on t h e  f u t u r e  defense  pos ture  of 

o u r  na t ion .  Ye are l o y a l ,  harduorldng American c i t i z e n s  who 

recognize t h a t  in this post-Cold War age, do~unsizing of t h e  

m i l i t a r y  is necessary  and, yes. even d e s i r a b l e .  We question,  

however, t h e  Department o f  t h e  Amy's assessment t h a t  For t  

P i c k e t t  is n o t  o f  s u f f i c i e n t  d l i t a r y  v a l u e  t o  keep i t open. 

You've beard  General  Gray and Colollel Y i l l i a n s  make 

a Cospel l inq  case f o r  t h e  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  of  Izort P i c k e t t .  In  

your notebook, we bave provided cons iderable  d a t a  supporting 

this a r v t .  But a t  t a b  1 0  is  a l e t t e r  f r c n  General S t e e l e  

any ques t ions?  m a n k  y w .  I t  was such a good presenta t ion ,  

you've answered a l l  o f  o u r  ques t ions .  

MR. AR~BRUSTER: Ibank you v e r y  much. 

CmIunrman cox: Than* you v e r y  much f o r  your 

c o u r t e s i e s  when I was o u t  t h e r e .  (Applause.) 

GOWWOR ALLEN: Madame Chair7 

ClUIRYDlQUl COX: Yes, Governor Allen.  

G o V e w o R  Iu.LEn: The n e x t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  t h a t  we'd i 
I 

t h a t  General Gray made r e f e r e n c e  t o  -- forael: c-der of 

t h e  2nd Uar ine  Divis ion .  And I would u t g e  you and a l l  t h e  
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_ se-s mrt ~ e e ,  We'll again hear f r m  Congressman Sisisky, 2 I'm qoinq to t e l l  you what's d i f f e r e n t  about For t  Lee and ' -4 them bear from Congressman Bobby Scot t ,  from the  3rd 3 Kemer. 

p s s i o n a l  D i s t r i c t .  And then Congressman Scot t  w i l l  I t ' s  located a t  For t  Lee, rbicb is the  center  f o r  

3 pl-e. 

I CBAI- COX: Thank you very much. Congressman 

.U Sisrsky.  

CON- SISISKX: Thank you. I won't go a s  

2 l o w  about Kenner a s  I d id  about Picket t .  W e  have l e s3  time 

m presentation on this pa r t i cu l a r  f a c i l i t y ,  which 

L1 m e  -der Bunzeker, who is  on our g rea t e r  comiss ion.  '?lk-- 
j - I r r n l d  l i ke  15 a lnu te s  to be a l located f o r  this f a c i l i t y ,  

3 Emt the  issue  is j u s t  a s  important. I'm sorry  t o  Say .again 

1.4 that the Amy and j o i n t  service  groups never consulted with 

,.5 the Tricrre  o f f i c i a l s  who execute this plan. I f  they had, 

5 l og i s t i c s  f o r  the  Amy. And a s  those of you with experience 

6 i n  the  services know, l o g i s t i c s  is the  foundations and the  

7 sinews of success. (lo d l i t a r y  operation, pace t ime  o r  

b 1'- ce r t a in  the  decision roold  have been d i f f e ren t .  Por t  Lee 

is a hi+r isk  t ra ining enviromwnt. Kenner needs in-patient 

&I f-iti- and the  a b i l i t y  t o  i s o l a t e  ill so ld i e r s  fronl the  

.P barracks. 

P Yet Fort Lee was the  only initial en t ry  t r s l o h g  

h f a d l l t y  to have a hospi ta l  -sired. I t  r e a l l y  doeso,'t 

iZ YIP s-. Of coarse, tbe revs  s u f f i c i e n t  regional capaci ty  
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I to provi& these services ,  ba t  it wasn't cos t .  The f a c t  t h a t  

2 the past BRW and DOD decisions have consolidated functions 

3 of Fort Lee means the  n l lbe r  of trainees wi l l  increase  md 

4 DOC decrerse in future  years. And Kenner. s catchment area  

i &es not include the  ac t ive  r e t i r e d  benef ic iary  population i n  
/ r 

! a *etten CupUna, Virqinia  o r  W e s t  Virginia.  

I T  The trade-off betueen e l h i n a t i n g  in-patient 

3 m c e r  ud qoinq to Cb..pos w i l l  c o s t  more than it saves. 

3 R hear m r e  about t h a t  f m  Congressman Bobby Sco t t  anel 

'-r brt Lee C-r, &jor  General Bill Bunzeker. 

con- ScwTr: T h d  you. Madame Chai-r and 

t s of t he  CorPission. I'm going t o  be very br ief  

I e I want 6eneral Bpueker  to make the  presentation#. 
114 Jprt very br ief ly ,  what wevre doing i n  EaRAC is  t rying to save 

Is -y. And i f  all w e  do is s h i f t  money from the  Fort Lee 

16 Lirc it- t o  same other  line i t e m  in the  budget. we haven't 

:7 dorC anything. 

:8 me f a c t  is that the  same. n-r of people w i l l  be 

' Z 9  sict the year a f t e r  w e  do whatever we do with EaRAC than 

28 before. And i f  t b e i r  care  w i l l  be handled under Champus, 

3 is a r e  expensive, w e  havenrt saved the  govennent  any 

2 -y a t  all. And we've added i n s u l t  t o  i n ju ry  because (our  

8 wartime, succeeds, pa r t i cu l a r ly  in this technological age, 

9 without superb, superb l o g i s t i c  support. And that ' s  what 

10 Port Lee is a l l  about; it's the  center  of l o g i s t i c s .  

11 Now, there's a l o t  of things about l o g i s t i c s  that 

12 a r e  technical,  e t  ce tera ,  e t  ce t e ra .  But there is  t h e  human 

13 element. The huaan element t ha t  we're concerned with is the 

14 t ra ined soldier .  For t  Lee is a t ra ining center .  37,000 

15 people w i l l  t r a n s i t  Fort Lee  this year; 27,000 of them w i l l  

16 be military; 14,000 of them w i l l  be N P  t ra inees .  These are 

17 so ld i e r s  t ha t  have been in the  Aray fo r  56 days, and they 

18 cone to  Fort Lee t o  learn  t h e i r  advanced Specia l ty  work. 

19 They t r a in  hard. and they train dai ly ,  and they 

20 t r a i n  viqorously in all kinds of weather. The supply guys 

21 and g i r l s  and roaen a r e  Class I, XI, POL and general supplies 

22 -- the  basic things you need, except f o r  ammmltion, on t h e  
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t l t ~ i t a r ~  personael, t h e i r  famil ies  and r e t i r e e s  w i l l  be h i t  ---I- 
' 2 w i t 3 1  a copayment t h a t  they don't have a t  For t  Ire. 

I 3  I would hope tha t  we would look a t  t he  total 

4 wt, look a t  what a f f e c t  it w i l l  have on government, and 

5 i f  Cbere a r e  no savings, not  t o  do sme th lnq  s tup id  and c lose  

6 tk -- amd r r r l i q n  the  hospi ta l .  I'm going r f fognize ,  a t  

7 t h b  P0i.t. Major General, Retired, William Runreker, former 

I 9 -der Of For t  Lee, who w i l l  speak spec i f i ca l ly  t o  all of 

, 9  tk isspes. 

GENERAL emtZ-: Thank you. Congressmen Sis isky 

and Scott. Madare Chairman and -rs of t he  Caa i s s ion .  
1'- now on behalf of t he  o f f i c i a l s ,  seated over 

be-. Please raise your hands. They're t he  local camuni ty  

:4 and they are sponsoring t h i s  presentation. m e r e  a r e  no 

13 -c f a c t s  to be presented. We a r e  no t  coap lah lnq  alDout 

l:6 tk s i z e  of t he  reduction of For t  Lee. They a r e  here  bec.luse 

1:7 of thei f  i n t e r e s t  in For t  Lee. 

:a W this is a very d l f f i c u l t  presentation f o r  a?, 

--use I'm goinq t o  say e s sen t i a l l y  the  same thing tha t  dl1 

otber people have sa id  today -- t h a t  i t e s  a dumb Ulinq t o  

and the savings won't accrue. And I have t o  do something 

12 umt ' s  m r e  exci t lnq and more i n t e re s t ing  than what's gone. on 
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ba t t l e f i e ld .  What they do da i ly  w i l l  show up when they join 

the i r  uni ts  t o  do what theyere  qoinq to do. So that 's the  

clifference between Fort Lee and all the o the r  i n s t a l l a t i ons  

you've talked about, and the  hospi ta l  reduction t o  take away 

the in-patient capabi l i ty .  

Reduction of medical capacity a t  a t ra ininq center  

is personally, t o  me, not  the  thing t o  do - and that ' s  an 

understatement. During my career, I had a chance to serve 

with a g rea t  so ld i e r  who was a National Guard master 

sergeant, c o d s s i o n e d  i n  the  f i e l d  in I t a l y  in the  Big W a r ,  

rose t o  becone the C h a i m n  of the  Jo in t  Chiefs of S t a f f .  I 

had gone t o  h i m  one day with the  proposal to make same 

econcaies i n  the  medical system of tbe  Amy. 

And he asked me a pointed question. Be said. why 

do so ld i e r s  do the things they do, and why do they go the  

places they go, and what makes them f ight7  I said. what 

makes then f i g h t  is t h a t  they a r e  well-trained and they have 

confidence in  themselves, and they have good leaders  and they 

have confidence in t h e i r  leaders.  And then there's peer 

pressure, because you're qoinq t o  do what your buddy is going 

t o  do. And a l l  those a r e  a p a r t  of it. 

And he said, yes, t h a t r s  r ight ,  Bi l l .  but  one Pore 
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tllinq -- they know t h a t  when they're hur t ,  the Aray's going 

t o  take care  of them. And I've seen t h a t  deponstrated over 

and over aqain, pa r t i cu l a r ly  in Vietnam. Tbat w k n  yousre 

hurt,  you r ea l ly  ge t  taken ca re  of .  I f  w e  start put t ing 

people out  i n  the  c i v i l i a n  hospi ta ls  fram t h e  t r a in ing  

center,  and a t ra ining i n s t a l l a t i o n  l i k e  For t  Lee. I am 

concerned about the idea wepre expressing t o  these  soldiers .  

W e ' r e  qoinq t o  go through these  cba r t s  today. I've 

made my speech, now l e t ' s  look a t  s m e  data. N e x t  line. 

what I'd l i k e  you t o  take away f r m  this is the  renovation, 

the  $16.8 a i l l i o n  renovation there  f o r  t h e  hospi ta l .  I t  may 

be reduced f r m  BRW, but physically, ve're going to have a 

hospi ta l  next year about this time t h a t  w i l l  be about 88 

percent complete. Also look a t  t he  $18 mil l ion in funding, 

and samething about the  workload there i n  ad.issions. 

next char t .  this is the  DM, announcepent, and the  

f i r s t  sentence is eminently correct .  The second two 

sentences a r e  subject  to interpreta t ion.  They want to repove 

in-patient care, and the  s l i c e  t ha t  they're goinq to take is  

190 spaces. By exaaLniaq the author izat ion docll.ent, the  

people t ha t  a r e  authorized there, you're no t  r e m t e l y  cope t o  

190 who a r e  associated with in-patient care .  At the  worst 

I 
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case, i tPs  probably 92; and a t  best  case, probably 55.  So i f  

tbey intend t o  do tbat, they are going to reduce the out- 

pa t i en t  capability, alomq with the in-patitent. And t h a t  w i l l  

have a serious e f f e c t  a t  Fort Lee. 

The second point  is nearby medic.ll f a c i l i t i e s .  

There a r e  no nearby medical f a c i l i t i e s .  Next chart,  please. 

This shows s i x  o r  seven states. And you cim see Kenner a t  

Fort lee. mere 's  nothing t o  the rest of I'ort Lee. The 

nearest  is Witt in the north, and r e  have a c luster ,  also, 

t o  the southeast. I'd l i k e  t o  look a t  thoste tw c lus t e r s  

now. Do you have the  next char t?  1.d l i k e  you t o  address 

the  c i r c l e  around lkxmer and the  shaded are,a. m a t  is a 40- 

mile cakbment area. 

Catchen t  area, in the m e d i c a l  of the Amy and the 

services. is wbere you control  Champus. From the center, 40 

miles in area, that ' s  where your lqical pa t i en t  are. And 

you control the Champus funds tbrouqh wnava i l ab i l i t y  

statements a t  Port Lee. N o r ,  t he  rules  of the  game a r e  tha t  

i f  you lose  your hospi ta l ,  you lose  the  catchment area. And 

t h a t V s  docunented behind those slides in th,e area where the 

ru le s  are. 

What happens7 About 75 percent o f  the  population 
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is somewhat d i f f i c u l t .  But i f  you look a t  tbe ea r ly  ow, 

5.91, and the  reduction of 190 f- 135 om the 2 d  of 

October, t h a t  w i l l  leave a s t r eng th  a t  -r of 245 people, 

o r  a 58 percent reduction in s t r eng th  f m  wbat ue s t a r t e d  

w i t h  in 1 October. 

In t en t  in-patient care reduction action. reduction 

i n  t o t a l  capabi l i ty .  And the  v i l l a i n  Is 8 benchark m o d e l ,  a 

coaputer m o d e l  used by the m e d i c a l  deparblent to r\u down and 

see  what a c l i n i c  should use -- untested, ustried, 

unpracticed, and appLied to this. next s l ide ,  please. In- 

pat ient  care, very br ief ly .  Unfunded, the  in-patient care  

portion and the out-patient care is not  even addressed a s  a 

s h o r t f a l l  because tbey didn't  plan i t  with t b a t  reduction. 

And i f  w e  terminate the catcbrent area, that ' s  

increased Chapeus cost .  The savings w i l l  not accrue. next 

s l ide ,  please. When we s e t  up the order  of m e r i t  list f o r  

Fort lee. these are the various values we got. Tbe ho t to r  

l i n e  is that,  with the 5.91 a t  the  b o t t a  of the s l ide ,  Port 

Lee and Renner -- 60 i n s t a l l a t i o n s  ranxed below Fort  Lee and 

Renner a t  t h a t  point.  Not many below. ln the  order  of merit  

lists. Next slide, please. 

This is where ue deploy people to. The redicrl 

Page 30 

around Renner go immediately t o  f r ee  Champus1 without the 

requirements fo r  a nonavailabfiity statement, which is going 

t o  increase costs,  not  r ea l ly  calculated in the b y ' s  

proposal and the w o  proposal. me two c l u s t e r s  you see, one 

is north -- there are f i v e  mi l i t a ry  f a c i l i t i e s  up there and 

three mi l i t a ry  f a c i l i t i e s  in the south. And you see the  

i so la t ed  X e n n e r  and the  i so la t ed  Patuxent. 

I t  would see  log ica l  t o  m e  t h a t  the  more isola ted 

you are, the stronqer you should be. And wbere you have 

supporting medical f a c i l i t i e s  to help out, that ' s  where your 

reduction should take place. But t h a t  d id  not meet the logic  

of the programs used. and that ' s  j u s t  my loglc. Next s l ide .  

We need an in-patient capabi l i ty  a t  Fort Lee,, because 

soldiers ,  younq soldiers .  g e t  those kind of Irhings. And they 

g e t  in jured and they su f fe r  f r a a  dehydration on the  hot days. 

Now, those are not  admissible in c iv i l i an  

hospi ta ls ,  because of the  code. You q e t  &cine, you go 

how and you g e t  be t t e r .  But so ld ie r s  don't have a how -- 
well, t ra inees  don*t have a how. A l o t  of so ld ie r s  do have 

a how. Trainees don't have a how. And the Amy used t o  

send people to t h e i r  quar ters  and s t ay  i n  bed in  the  barracks 

and g e t  be t t e r  with medication. But when too many people 
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went away t o  the i r  barracks and died, s o w  15 o r  20 years 

ago, they stopped doing that .  

And so re need t h a t  f a c i l i t y ,  t h a t  s o r t  of care f o r  

so ld ie r s  who in ju re  themselves. Next s l ide ,  please. Let's 

look a t  the w r t l o a d .  I'd l i k e  f o r  you t o  take f r m  t h i s  

t h a t  the workload f o r  in-patient v i s i t s ,  1.2 percent of 

workload. And 190 c u t s  a r e  placed against  t ha~ t  1.2 percent. 

we'll d iscuss  the  s t rength on the  next slide. The next point 

I'd l i k e  you t o  see  is  t h a t  t he  r e t i r e d  families consis t  of 

30 percent of the workload of the  hospital;  and that ' s  both 

in-patient and out-patient . 
Now, any detrmt t o  capabi l i ty  a t  Renner b y  

Hospital, i f  i t  loses  10 percent, 20 percent, o r  30 percent 

of its capabi l i ty .  That means t h a t  the  r e t i r e e s  w i l l  ge t  no 

service  from ReMer Hospital, because ac t ive  duty a r e  seen 

f i r s t .  Detriment t o  out-patient ca re  eliminates r e t i r ees .  

Now. I knw we can't  orqanlze the Defense Department f o r  the 

benef i t  of r e t i r ees ,  but i t  does impact. L e t v : %  look a t  the 

next s l ide .  

I'd l i k e  you t o  look here a t  the  spaces re la ted to  

in-patients,  and then look a t  the  proposed reduction. 

Getting an authorization number f o r  the Kenner b y  Hospital 
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people a r e  inportant in deploying f o r  shots  and medical 

supplies. Can't deploy tha t  way without adequate deal 
support, and that ' s  where the  so ld ie r s  go. Yext slide, 

please. This is about what I 've to ld  you. There's a minute 

and 15 seconds t o  go. Mil i tary  value of Fort J e e  is shmn 

there. Power projection and wbat a so ld ie r  needs Lo go to 

the b a t t l e f i e l d  with a warm fee l ing  i n  his heart.  

The isola t ion,  s t a t i s t i c a l  r a t ing  scheme don't 

measure the  t ra ining a c t i v i t i e s  a t  For t  Lee, the hen-k 

model and the impact upon r e t i r e e s .  Next s l ide ,  please. DOD 

proposal, not  desi rable ,  cost -effect ive .  And we suggest t ha t  

you reverse t h a t  and recamend retaLnLaq the in-patient a t  

Fort Lee. Next slide, please. I have 29 seconds f o r  

questions. 

CHhIlWCUall COX: Very e f f i c i e n t  and productive. 

GENERAL HWZBKSR: Thank you very much 

CHAIlWCUall COX: Thank you very much. I t  was a 

very helpful and in fomat ive  presentation. 

aM?anoR m u :  Madame chairram 
CHAIlwOmN COX: Y e s ,  Governor Allen. 

GoVBRmWI nLLEN: I'd l i k e  to j u s t  thank Congressman 

Scot t  and thank Congressman S i s i sky  and General Hunzeker f o r  
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the i r  presentation. I'd now l i k e  to recognize. f o r  f i v e  

minutes, Congressman Tm Davis, representing the 11th 

Conqreseional Di s t r i c t ,  who w i l l  address the h y  I n f o m t i o n  

Systems Software C-d i n  Arlington, Virqinia, f o r  f i v e  

minutes . 
CW1RWar)w COX: Congressman Davis, el-- Happy 

to  see you. 

COWGRESSXUI MVIS: Thank you. 

CHAIF3IamIl COX: Did I g e t  you on the oath e a r l i e r ?  

COW- MVIS: You got  m e  under oath. I was 

in  the back here, and l e f t  Chris e a r l i e r  today t o  r e t r e a t  and 

t a lk  about balancing the budget. 

CHAIRYOlQW COX: W e ' r e  pleased t o  have you here. 

CONGRESSWlUl OAVIS: Thank you, and thank you, 

Governor. M a d e  Chairman and C d s s i o n e r s .  on the face of 

it,  i t  appears t h a t  mvinq 450 mi l i t a ry  and c i v i l i a n  

personnel and e q u i m n t  of the  Amy's Infol la t ion Systers  

Softvare Development Center from leased space in F a i r f u  

County, t o  government space in Fort made, -land. seeas t o  

make sense, on the face of it. Because i tns  ostensibly an 

in-area m v e  and personnel would be t ransferred t o  the  new 

f a c i l i t y  a t  Fort made without layoff .  
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lo npsc l t l c r l l y  requested tha t  GSA look f o r  a locat ion in 
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1 And with the  pressure on the  services  t o  move out  

1 of Ieascd space, it appears t o  be a good m v e .  But it" s 

11y bad decision, when you look underneath of it, f o r  

umy and the g o v e m t .  And I would urge you t o  have 

review tNs move thoroughly. me Amy ISSC has been 

r d r t u  County fo r  20 y e a r ~ .  When t h e  Anmy went t o  move w 
I +)u 1JSc out  of its o ld  f a c i l i t y  -- and on the  aaps we have 

I p i n o  )roo, re show you when the  o ld  f a c i l i t y  was -- wkdch 

I1 -rn Virginla. 

I2 They even s e t  the boundaries. a s  you can see on the  

13 rrp that each of you have beem provided. The Amy sought a 

14 l a r t l o o  c lose  to  its Fort Belvoir and Pentagon custoners,  

IS rad close to where most of its employees had s e t t l e d  during 
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1 So a t  a ninimrm, t he  government spends $11 mil l ion 

2 to  renovate the Crown Ridge f a c i l i t y  and t h e  For t  Meade 

3 f a c i l i t y  t o  accaaodate  ISSC. But i f  t he  Axmy g e t s  its way, 

4 then the  qoverment a l so  w i l l  pay $3 mil l ion pe r  year l ea se  

5 f o r  a building which nay s i t  m p t y  f o r  three years  -- another 

6 $9 n i l l i on .  This is no t  how Congress intended the  BRAC 

7 process t o  work. The object ive  is  to reduce c o s t  f o r  the  

8 government, not j u s t  t he  mi l i t a ry  services .  

16 r)lc part 20 years. This was Lbe Crown Ridge buildlnq, 

17 l o u t e d  a t  the  junction of 1-66 and Route 50. GSA siqn,ed a 

la  1- with tbe landlord for  six years, s t a r t i n g  My 29th. 

19 1-4, d t h a t  lease  runs through Hay 28th. 2000. 

20 A tom of $7.2 mil l ion d o l l a r s  was spent by lthe 

21 l d o r d  and the Army t o  upgrade the  W d l n g  t o  meet the  

22 Prlque -ts of tbe Army ISSC. The landlord spent 

Clearly, the  Amy sbould have made the  m v e  before 

i t  asked GSA t o  siqn a six-year lease .  And a s  t he  people I 
11 f r m  ISSC in  the audience w i l l  contend, therers a h- and 

12 operational impact t ha t ' s  not  been factored in. I f  ISSC is 
13  wved to  Fort made, there  w i l l  be another move t o  contend 

14 with, and n o d  work disrupted. I t ' s  a owand-a-half  hour 

IS comute, one way, t o  t he  new Fort  made f a c i l i t y .  IssC 

16 c iv i l i an  personnel -- roughly two-thirds of this a n n a n d  

17 personnel have b u i l t  t h e i r  l i v e s  in Fairfax and Northern 

18 Virginia over the l a s t  20 years.  

19 The Iumy s t i l l  has fundamental unanswered questions 

20 tha t  need t o  be addressed before this m v e  goes forward. 

21 Specifically, the m y ' s  COEUlA n-rs w e r e  based on 

22 renovatlng exis t ing space a t  For t  made. nor  theySre  looking 

6 .or, a f t e r  this investment, t h e  Army is  proposing 

I 7 to ~n the 1 s  to Fort  W d e ,  Maryland, in an a t t m p t  t o  
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1 $1.3 million; GSA spent $2.9 million; and mD spent $3 

2 W o r n  to get  this buildinq ready and up f o r  t he  ccuputer 

3 -8nced technoloqlcal equipment that ' s  required. In f ac t ,  

4 Chq'n sti l l  in t he  process of upqradinq and moving i n t o  the  

5 -. 

1 I) - $8 U o n  over 20 years. W U y ,  the  Army can now 

/ 9 mwe out of the space it asked GsA t o  r e n t  without penalty 

I0 r appmpria te  notice provided. Unfortunately, the  GSA and 

*rim taxpayer -- M is still obl iqated f o r  the  !?h- 

i of tbe lease. So tbe Army may be ab le  t o  m v e  the  

s o f t  it. boob, but there's another $9 mil l ion in 

114 
&ligation to pay f o r  t ha t  l ea se  over t h e  next three years. 

15 I f  the Army mves  oot, 6SA bas an empty buildhlg on 

I 16 It. -. not only that ,  bu t  this is not  an easy space f o r  

, 17 th M to f ind qoverment customers fo r .  Tradi t ional ly .  GSA 
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1 a t  new construction, and you s t i l l  have $9 mil l ion in 

2 obligated lease  p a p e n t s  whatever happens. Thamk you very 

3 much. 

4 CliAIPJlCtmM CDX: Thank you very much, Congressman 

5 Davis, fo r  t ha t  infoxnational presenta t ion.  

'18 -d look f o r  locat ions  in saae  p r o d a i t y  t o  mass t r a n s i t ,  

19 U8e &ay, t r a i n s  and bus lines. But this locat ion is  well 

'20 bcpmd the Beltway, and there  are no easy connections t o  mass 

21 transit. 

22 To quote GSA, regarding Anmy plans t o  move ou t  of 

GoYBRnoR m N :  Madame Cbai-, to represent  

the Navy space and warfare -d, we have the  nonorable 

ELlen Booan, who's a member of t he  baard of suparvisors in 

Arlington County, who w i l l  address this f a c i l i t y  with other  

witnesses. And I would -- nerd l i k e  to g ran t  he r  10 minutes 

on this subject .  

CWIRUCUAN COX: Thank you. W e ' r e  very happy to 

have you here. 

MS. BOWRW: Thank you, Madame Chair. A s  an 

e lected member of the  Arlington County Boatd f o r  over tw 
decades now, and a l s o  a s  a forpar  budget examiner at  the  

Bureau of the  Budget, the  predecessor t o  CUB, I've analyzed a 
good many qoverment proposals. both good and sop ill- 

advised. Today my copanelist ,  who is  r f f a p l i z e d  defense 

expert, Barry Blechan, and I come t o  ask you to challenge 

21 the proposed move of SPVAR f o r  f i v e  p r h a x y  reasons. 

There a r e  f i v e  primary reasons wt to move S P m .  

Paqe 
I UFI boildin9, -The b u i l d i ~ q  was leased s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  lthe 

2 -, and w a s  a l t e r ed  t o  su i t  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  needs. Othel- 

1 3 radcral agepcles have not  expressed i n t e r e s t  in the  locatl~on. 

4 d tbe boil- miqbt be difficult t o  market: And ye t  

5 -re is $9 mil l ion of obliqated l e a s e  payments, a f t e r  the. 

6 pmposed m v e  ou t  of bere, that have go t  t o  be paid. no 

7 n t t e r  what happens. 

E In addttion, the Army is going t o  have t o  convex t 

9 four  bPLlt f a c i l i t i e s  a t  For t  Made. Tbe CUBRA m o d e l  f i gu res  

10 prd by the &Kmy Indicate it w u l d  have to spend roughly $5 

111 -00 to renovate a t  For t  Meade and again m v e  tbe 

/ 12 ISSC. Borever, tbe Army bas been unable t o  f i nd  ex i s t i ng  

113 q u c e  a t  For t  k d e ,  and now. a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  repor t ,  the  

1 4  i s  l o o ~ g  a t  bullding a new f a c i l i t y  f o r  ISSC. 

15 I f  new construction is being considered by the  

16 w, even those back of the  envelope CuBRA nlnbers  a r e  

117 mrrect.  Before re qo any f a r t h e r  with this move, re need 

18 to get  accurate COsRA n u b e r s  on new construction. I t ' s  my 

-rs tandhq the Army Is in the  inltial s t ages  of reworkh~q 

mbers t o  r e f l e c t  new construction. I don't think any 

on should be taken on this love  u n t i l  we ge t  those new 

I 22 - 
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The f i r s t  is, the proposed m v e  is  not  in the  nat ional  

i n t e re s t ,  and would c o m p r d s e  mi l i t a ry  ard mission 

eftectiveness. second, SP- contractors  suggest t h a t  

moving the  coanaod across the  country w i l l  r e s u l t  in reduced 

e f l i c i enc i e s  and, a s  a resul t .  higher con t r ac t  cos t s  and 

potent ia l ly  l e s s  e f f e c t i v e  space and naval warfare s y s w .  

Third, many of the  ex i s t i ng  synergies with its 

c l i e n t s  and contractors  who a r e  located in o r  near  t he  

national cap i t a l  reqion w i l l  erode. SPAWnR's cu r r en t  

location is ju s t  two Metrorail  s tops  f r m  the  Pentagon and 

approximately a 201.inute t r i p  f r m  the  proposed new NAVSEA 

location a t  the  Navy yard. Two of SPIUUR's primacy c l i en t s .  

NAVSM and NAVAIR a r e  t o  remain c lose  by. Creating 

unnecessary distance between SP- and its customers does 

not make good business sense. 

We believe t h a t  i f  you look c losely ,  you w i l l  f ind 

the  cos t  of SPnUAR to be vas t ly  understated. Tbe re locat ion 

proposal does not list any construction o r  f a c i l i t y  

reconfiguration costs .  And its leqiclmate t o  challenge the 

Navy's assllaptions. For example, in 1993, we s t a t e d  tha t  the  

projected cost  t o  m v e  NAYSEA to  White Oak rere vas t ly  

understated. In l e s s  than one year, a congressionally 
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randated Navy analys is  demonstrated our point .  And the  
r e s u l t  is  the  redirect proposal f o r  MVSILL, which is  n a w  

before the  co l l l s s ion .  

Finally, Arlington County and Northern Virginia 

provide a nmber  of i spo r t an t  benef i ts .  ]Let me mention 
three. We have the  highest  -- one of t he  highest  educated 

workforces in the e n t i r e  United Sta tes ,  due in pa r t  t o  our 
excel lent  p l b l i c  scbool systens. But WheIBer erployers  seek 
post-graduates o r  software expe r t s  o r  electrical engineers, 

the  region has them. S t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  w e  ramk near t he  top of 
the labor  force  in the  countcy. 

The region and the  s t a t e  provide excel lent  
t ranspor ta t ion access by a nearby interstate, nat ional  

Airport and the  Metro s y s t a .  And our  qua l i t y  of l i f e  

a t t r a c t s  and r e t a ins  res idents .  In  f ac t ,  Wlington County 

was recent ly  jodged one of t h e  s a f e s t  -unities i n  the  U.S. 

So t he  conclusion t h a t  I bel ieve should be reached in the  

Northern Virginia,  Arlington County and tbe current  c rys t a l  

City locat ion of SF- is the  best locati(3n in which the  

-d can f u l f i l l  its v i t a l  mission. 

I s t rongly  q e  you t o  review t h e  SP- proposal 

and reconsider the  proposed mve .  And I tllanlr you. Dr. 
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1  Blecbaan. 
2 CHN- COX: mank you, MS. BO-. 
3 OR. BIXCBIRY: Madams Chain#-, members of the  

4 C d s s i o n .  it's beem a long day f o r  you. Fortunately. I 

5 have a c l e a r  and corpel l inq case, and I'll be ab l e  t o  be 

6 quite br i e f .  As you how, the  Defense Department 

7 recclrendation reverses  t he  1993 BRM: recormendation t o  

8 r e t a i n  SP- in tbc na t iona l  c a p i t a l  reqio~a. In fact.  i t  

9 a l s o  reversed the  WavySs rerrmendat ion,  dujring the  Fal l  of 
10 1994 da t a  call, t h a t  SF- should repain LI the  nat ional  

11 c a p i t a l  region. 

117 c l e a r  t h a t  the  move would undermine the  mi l i t a ry  

1 8  effect iveness  of t he  caasaad. And secondly, t h a t  t he  move 
19 would y i e ld  uncertaim econoaic payoffs. 
20 With respect t o  effect iveness .  there  a r e  four ways 

21 t ha t  the  love  w u l d  have adverse e f f e c t s .  In  the  f i r s t  

22 place, i t  would dlnLnish the  a b i l i t y  of t he  oaanand to  

1 
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The design of these  in foma t ion  systers ,  of undersea warfare 

systems and of overhead in te l l igence,  space face  in t e l l i gence  
systems, a r e  the  very lost s e n s i t i v e  technologies k t  w e  
work on. Yo matter how good o u r  cryptographers m y  be. 

moving design in foma t ion  over ac ros s  t he  counuy  uould be a 
very r isky proposition. 

~o i n  srmary -- sorry ,  one fou r th  point.  Wovinq 
the c-d would jeopardize t h e  high caliber workforce that 

i t  has now. This includes n o t  only the  -d's orn 

employees, but  the  contractor  co l . un i ty  which has grown up 

around i t  i n  this reqion. To s-ize, t h e  m v e  vould hu r t  

ml l i t a ry  effect iveness  and, us ing t h e  Yavy*s o m  wrds. i f  

SPAWAR were re located outs ide  the YCR, the  mission would be 

perfomed slower with g rea t e r  technical d e k s  a t  a g rea t e r  

expense. 

A decision t o  reverse  t b a t  decis ion bas to explain 
how i t  d i f f e r s  from this conclusion - why this cosc lwion  
was incorrect .  And we havenst been ab le  to see it in any of 
the  su t l l s s ions  the  Defense -beat has mde. W l y ,  
l e t  me turn  to the  questionable ~ s l l p t i o n s  about t h e  
econmy. The savings f m  this a v e .  t he  sensible savings 

driven by a personnel consol idat ion s a i d  t o  be made poss ible  

12 This sudden reversal.  we believe, was unfounded and 

13 threatens  the  effect iveness  of the  ccamand, and does not  take 

14 account of the  c o s t  involved i n  t he  move. E:ssentially, these 
15 a r e  tbe tw points  I'd l i k e  t o  leave with you. Ut i l iz ing the 
16 Navy's o l d  conclusion, during the  - 9 4  data 4 1 ,  I think it's 
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by moving the  c-d c lose r  to its subordba te  uni ts .  But 

t h i s  is no t  a base c los inq.  

We're not saving people because we're ab le  to g e t  

r i d  of people t h a t  operate  a base, that d t h  and generate 
the  secu r i ty  and so  for th .  I f  t he re  is a consoUQtion 

possible, t h a t  consolidation should be possible,  o r  at least 

most of it, with the  -d in its cur ren t  location. 

American corporations throughout the country have streslliaed 

t h e i r  vorkforces, made typ ica l ly  20 percent  reductions ia 

workforces without physical d i s loca t ions  like Ms. 
So t he  bulk of tbe savings  should be ava i l ab l e  

without t he  move. Secondly, there's one gaping bole  in the  

analys is  here. There a r e  no costs f o r  const ruct ion in Su 

Dieqo. Wov, I have a 20-person -y. I can't rove t h a t  
coapany without incurr ing a g r e a t  deal of cost .  There's no 

allowance made f o r  t he  secure f a c i l i t i e s  tbat SPAWAR 

requires. which a r e  very expensive; f o r  tbe very 
sophis t ica ted computer networks that rra rquifed; f o r  the 
very sophis t ica ted cunun ica t ions  systems t h a t  m u l d  be  

required; and so  for th .  

Obviously. erne  const ruct ion cos t s  are pecessrry, 

and there's no allowance f o r  any of tbm. Nor is  the re  an 

CoordLnation tha t ' s  required. 

This is pa r t i cu l a r ly  inpor tant  with respect  t o  the  

dynaaic technologies associa ted with cornand control 

comunications and in t e l l i gence .  So tNs is the  key point 

here. sP- works on t h e  cu t t i ng  edge of a i l i t d r y  

technology. It's t h e  most s ens i t i ve  aspect  ot  our hardware 

and software developments, and i t  r equ i r e s  ve.ty c lose  

cooperation with des iqners  of sh ips  and a i rcr . l f t  and the  
other  systems tbat are u t i l i z e d  here. 

Secondly, SPAWAR c a r r i e s  out  a q r e a t  number of 
in ternat ional  programs. I had a recent  convel-sation with an 

o f f i c e r  there  who alone managed 12 of these  proqrams, w i t h  

e lqh t  d i f f e ren t  nat ions .  A move o u t  of Yashinigton would make 
his coordination extrenely  d i f f i c u l t .  Thirdly, the Navy 

i t s e l f  concluded t h a t  moving SPAWAR outs ide  of the  national 

cap i t a l  region w u l d  c r e a t e  unacceptable s ecu r i ty  r i sks .  

I don't th ink you can emphasize t h i s  point enough. 
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1 coordinate with its c l i e n t s ,  with the  people i n  the  Navy 
2 acquis i t ion and with the  o the r  systems c-ld, with whm it  

3 works on a da i ly  bas is .  I think the  bo t toa  quote here -- and 

4 all these  quotes are from the  Navy's own suta iss ions  -- t o  
5 the  Defense Departaent makes very c l e a r  t he  c lose  

6 So to  conclude, I think on tw grounds, C i l i t l r y  

7 effect iveness  and exaggerated c o s t  savings, t he  Corrission 
8 should move t o  rescind this recoPleodation and keep SPnUAR in 

9 the nat ional  c a p i t a l  region. mank you very much. 
10 (Applause.) Sorry. I'd be happy t o  answer any questions, 
11 CHAIU%+WI COX: I th ink w e ' r e  all without 

12 questions a t  t h i s  aonent. T h a d  you very much, and ue may 
13 want t o  follow up. 
14 COVBRWOR ALLEN: Hadame Chairwoman? 

15 CIiAIFWmmN COX: Governor Allen. 

16 ~ O V ~ R W ~ R  ULBI(: Madape Cbai-, our f i n a l  

17 in s t a l l a t i on  tha t  we would l i k e  to address f r c a  the  VirgFnia 

18 team is ac tua l ly  a combined e f f o r t  f o r  t he  naval air s t a t ion  

19 Oceana and the  naval avia t ion depot in Norfolk. C o n g r e s m  

20 men Picket t  f r m  Virginia's 2nd D i s t r i c t  has  soae important 

21 coments  t o  make. He w i l l  introduce the  mayor of Virginia 

22 Beach, and 1 would l i k e  t o  a l l o c a t e  then 10 minutes f o r  this 

Page 3 
1 allowance fo r  the  added c o s t  of carry- o u t  t h e i r  mission i f  
2 t h i s  move were made. SP- p e r s o ~ e l  would have to f l y  back 
3 t o  Washington t o  coordinate with MVSm, WAVAIR and its other  

4 a s t o n e r s  very frequently. And there's move fo r  those  kinds 

5 of expenses. 
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1 pt-ntrtion. 

I CRN- COX: Congressman Pickett .  Hayor, we're - 7 ham to have you. 

COIIB(BSSIRI PICUEIT: Madame Chaiman and members 

W s s i o n ,  it's my pleasure t o  be here today t o  

-sr BlUC '95 r ea l iqmen t s  affect ing mi l i t a ry  w 
7 Lu r t l l l a t i ons  in my d i s t r i c t  and Rampton Roads, V i r g h i a .  

0 r i r a  r is the  Honorable R y e r a  ObenIdorf, who is the  mayor 

9 of the c i t y  of Virginia Reach. L e t  me say a t  the  out!#et t ha t  

10 there are both g a b s  and losses  f o r  the  mi l i t a ry  

I1 i n s t d l a t i o n s  in my district. 

12 But I do support the  recornendations of the 

13 sacre y, made f o r  my district. Madame Chaiman, myor  

14 h;rir of tJte c i t y  of Norfolk had intended t o  be here. I 

15 r a r l d  LLke to ask t h a t  h i s  statement be aade a pa r t  of the 

16 -rd a t  this Ume. 

17 C e h I m  COX: Ye would be very happy to  have h i s  

18 rtr-t. 

19 COIIGNtSSCU PI-: Concerning the  naval a i r  

20 s a t i o a  0cean.s. Virginia, the redirect of m-18 squadrons 

21 f m  WAS C e c i l  Field, Florida, t o  KAS Oceana. Virginia. and 

22 t h e  redirect of 5-3 squadrons f r cu  UAS Cecil Fie ld  t o  lVLS 

8 c d s s i o n .  Good afternoon. l 've  beem with you sioce ea r ly  

9 t h i s  morning, so  I know your enduramce d e f i e s  descr ipt ion.  

10 A s  aayor of the 37th l a rges t  c i t y  in the  nation, I am 

11 delighted t o  be here and honored t o  have the  opportunity to 

12 speak t o  you today. I would l i k e  t o  take j u s t  a few mbu tes  

~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  Base Realignment & Closure 

13 of your valuable t h e  t o  express our s incere  appreciation fo r  

14 a l l  your hard work on a most d i f f i c u l t  tasting -- r ight-  

15 s iz ing our country's mi l i t a ry  infras t ructure .  
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As a c i t y  with a long his tory  of s t rong t i e s  to its 

I? mil i tary ,  the  c i t i zens  of Virginia Beach are keenly aware of 

18 the magnitude of your char ter ,  and f u l l y  r ea l i ze ,  when times 
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1 Mayor obendorf has been vigorous and consis tent  in 

2 furtklering the strong t l e s  Virginia Beach has with the  

3 n i l i t a r y .  She is a t i r e l e s s  worker on behalf of our mil i t a ry  

4 families,  and recoqnizes the  imporLance to them of qua l i t y  of 

5 l i f e  programs. 

6 KWM( OBBN-: Thank you, Congreseran Picket t ,  

7 Madame C h a i n w  and dis t inguished meubers of the  BRAC '95 

19 a r e  tough, and bucks a r e  t ight .  scae unpopular and s-times 

20 gut-wrenching decisions must be made t o  ensure our nation's 

21 mi l i t a ry  remains e f f i c i e n t  and effect ive ,  b u t  second to none, 

22 a s  we m v e  rapidly tovarda the  21st  century. 
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Downsizing and r ea l igmen t  stir g rea t  erotion, 

regardless of whether they are in the lo s s  o r  gain coluo. 

During previous BRAC rounds, t he  c i t y  of Virginia  Eeach has 

been on both s ides  of the coin. Today, however, I am pleased 

t o  announce we strongly concur with the BRAC '95 decision 

concerning the realignment of naval air s t a t i o n  Oceana, as 

put  fo r th  by the  Secretary of t he  Navy and subsequently 

approved and announced by the  Secretary of Defense. on the  

28th of February, 1995. 

I t  is, without question. the  log ica l  decision f o r  

a multitude of reasons. But t he  m a i n  i s s u e  tha t  cannot be 

denied concerns r ea l  and subs t an t i a l  tax d o l l a r  savings. 

Single-siting the  Navy's F-14 Tomcat a n n u i t y ;  redirect ing 

e igh t  f l e e t  squadrons and one f l e e t  replacement squadron of 

FA-18 Hornets from KAS C e d l  Field, Florida; and moving the  

navy's Bast Coast F-3 Vikbg  cornunity t o  IUS Jacksonville,  

Florida. w i l l  r e s u l t  in an upfront savings equivalent to 

c:losing a major naval air s t a t i o n  on e i t h e r  coast.  

The above rediqnment i n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  resfit in a 

combined upfront savings t o  the  Aaerican taxpayer of over 

three-quarters of a b i l l i o n  dol lars .  Yes, that ' s  over three- 

quar ters  of a b i l l ion.  with a c a p i t a l  b, and tha t ' s  not  -1 
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1 Ja sksos r iYe  have pesbaps received the  mst a t t en t ion  imd 

2 p Q l i c i t y .  These recameadations. however, a r e  f u l l y  

3 -rted aad j u s t i f i e d  by a thorough, conplete and de t a i l ed  

4 anulysis  prepared by the  Navy, based on validated conf imed 

5 M c e r t i f i e d  data. 

6 This redirect of naval a i r c r a f t  is consis tent  with 

7 thc p ~ r p o s e  Uld object ives  of t he  Base Closure and 

8 larllgaent pmoess, whicb is to s i z e  and shape of mi l i t a ry  

9 b t r w t n a c t u m  w support oar nat ional  s ecu r i ty  requirements 

10 ' 7  tbe most cost -effect ive  and operat ional ly  e f f i c i e n t  ray. 

6eaeral kmmatinq Office, in making its s t a tu to ry  review 

irr2" 's BRAC '95 process, concluded t h a t  t he  Navy's p n x e s s  

B t l o a s  f o r  the air s t a t i o n s  category were sound. 

I4 R e d i r e c t L a g  the FA-18s and s ingle-s i t ing the  lp-14s 

15 ac oceans w i l l  not  overload this base. Daring the  decade of 

16 tbr 1900s. an even l a r g e r  ntmber of a i r c r a f t  were 

17 -ssfully and rout inely  accomodated a t  this very capable 

18 rell-qmipped r a s t e r  j e t  base. The infras t ructure ,  

19 s q q m r t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and c o a u n i t y  qua l i t y  of l i f e  r e s o u ~ c e s  

20 are all in place and ready f o r  use. 

21 And speaking atmat losses  in my district, I might 

22 a t i o n  tha t  there are tw hel icopter  mine countermeasure 
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1 -droaa mow StAtioned a t  the  Norfolk naval base t h a t  ace  
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2 pruposed to be relocated to tbe navy's mine warfare center  of 

3 -11- a t  Bngleside, Texas. While we understand the  

4 w o n *  f o r  this wve. w e  rill still best def ine  ILLlitPfl, 

5 -rs and t b e i r  famil ies  and t h e i r  comunl ty .  

6 ConceKning naval avia t ion depot Norfolk, in a 

7 lu ter  dated ll lrch 2nd. 1995. 1 requested the  C a a i s s i o n  t o  

8 m e w  tbe WAC '93 decision concerning naval avia t lon depot 

9 M o l k .  Of all F-14s being s ingle-s i ted  st NAS Oceana. j u s t  

,10 20 miles f m  llADsP lorfolk ,  there  are s t ronger  arqments  now 

11 b support the  med f o r  this premier F-14 maintenance 

12 f-ity. The v e t  da te  f o r  c losure  of this f a c i l i t y  is 

I3  or Septerber 30, 1996. 

14 I request t he  C d s s i o n  t o  consider reversing or 

15 rodlfyinq the  act ion taken in the  BlUC '93 process with 

16 nspect t o  aADEP l o r fo lk .  Them are new f a c t s  bearing on 

/ 17 U s  issue t h a t  should be thoroughly considered by the  

18 c d s s i o n  in its review pcocess this year. Closing this 

- i l i t y ,  a s  present ly  s-ed, de f i e s  l oq ic  and cornon 

e .  I hope you w i l l  agree. I t ' s  now my pleasure t o  

sent the Ronorable Meyera Oberndorf, mayor of the  c i t y  of r' 22 vizgirda Beach. 
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p t a t o e s .  The c i t y  of Virginia Beach has taken bold act ions  

on several i n i t i a t i v e s  in c lose  cooperation with the 

n-dlng o f f i c e r  to ens- *AS Dceana continues its m l e  a s  

the  Navy's prenler  a a s t e r  j e t  base. 

On August the  23rd. 1994, Virginia Beach c i t y  

council unanimously approved a comprehensive a i r p o r t  zoning 

01-dlnance, l i n i t l n g  the  height of s t ruc tu re s  araund t h e  

a i r f i e ld ;  requiring ex i s t i ng  owners and r e a l t o r s  to disc lose  

We noise zone potent ia l  t o  potent ia l  buyers; and requir ing 

any s t ruc tu re  b u i l t  in the noise  area  t o  incorporate acoust ic  

treatments of t h e i r  construction; and defined what could be 

bu i l t ,  i n  terns  of c-tible use in any of t he  noise  zones 

around the f i e ld .  

In addition, re have budgeted a p p r o h t e l y  $25 

n i l l i o n  t o  m v e  two elementary schools b u i l t  over 40 years 

ago. now presently located in the  USS Oceana accident- 

potent ia l  zone. Cur school board has se lected the  a l t e rna t e  

s i t e s ,  and engineers a r e  current ly  engaged in the  necessary 

det~ign work. Also, re a r e  pleased tha t  we have agreed and 

siqned an agr-nt with tbe s t a t e  of Worth Carolina, 

allowing the lake Gaston water supply p ro j ec t  to be colple ted 

i n  1990. 

1 I I 
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I can assure  you, the  c i t y  of Virginla Beach and 

2 her s i s t e r  c i t i e s  t h a t  make up the  greater  Baapton Roada 

3 area. already bave the  ccnmunity in f ra s t ruc tu re  in place t o  I 
provide tbe absolute f i n e s t  in the qual i ty  of l i f e  f o r  our 

wonder- soldiers ,  s a i lo r s ,  airmen, m r i n e s  and c i v i l  

service employees and t h e i r  dependents. Overcrowding is a 

non-issue. 
As a matter of f ac t ,  I have been t o ld  by r e l i ab le  

sources t h a t  by the t h e  the  BRAC '95 M i t i a t i v e s  are 

executed. t be  base loading a t  NAS Oceana, with respect  t o  the 

nll.ber of persomel, n-r of squadrons and t o t a l  a i r c ra f t .  

w i l l  be a t  a level  below what has already bean assigaed there 

during the  mid to l a t e  1980s. p r io r  to bcsth Operation Desert 

Shield and Desert Stom. 

merefore ,  this is not  new ground f o r  the c i t y  of 

V i r q h i a  Beach. And w e  look fornard t o  the  sound of freed-, 

and we wel- w new residents .  
caNr(YOIRl alX: fhank you very much. (Applause. 1 

Governor, I tbtnk that's the  l a s t  of the ijroup on our list. 
Do you have anythiag? 

gJVBUOII ULB*: I Law we may have sore  t ime  l e f t .  

but  unless yoa bave any questions, a l l  I ~ f o u l d  l i k e  t o  say 

1 to  make the case f o r  re locat inq t-he Wavy wing f m  Cecil 
2 Field, Florida. a d  Beaufort, South Carolina, to Cherry 

3 Point. I believe the  case is c o l p e l l b q .  and I ask tba t  my 

f u l l  stat-nt be entered t o  the  recod. 
am- JONES: Madare Cbaiman, w are bere 

today representing the  people of Worth Carolina to request 

that  this corr iss ion apply the law, the  s p i r i t  of the law and 

the ra t ionale  of the  BRMI .93 Coarlssion when it decided tba 

F-18 a i r c r a f t  from Cecil Pield, Florida, to Cberry Point 

Uarine Air S ta t ion  in North Carolina. I cannot overs ta te  tbe  
inpact of your decis ion on the  people of my district and the 

district represented by M r s .  Clayton and on ouc state. 
madame Chairman, w e  sbare  the d a s h  f o r  an 

e f f i c i en t  and a cost-effect ive  operation. W e  believe opr 
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is, I'm very proud of our t e a r  f m  Virginia -- all the local 

support groops. local goverpleat o f f i c i a l s ,  our members of 

Congress, reabers of the  General Assembly, the  generals wbo 

came here, General Gray and Bunzeker and Oolonel W i l l i a m s .  

15 case is coopelling. Governor h t  w i l l  address our opening 

16 issues. Thank you. 

17 CHNRYOIRY cox: Thank you, and welcome, Governor 
18 Hunt. (Applause.) 

19 OOVBR)(OR m: nadaae chairman and rerbers of the 

20 Caalss ion,  in 1993, the  aase Closure and Realiqrment 

21 C d s s i o n ,  on the  basis of U t u y  value dete-tions, 

22 concluded t h a t  the a i r c r a f t  in C e c i l  P ie ld  should be 

And 1 bope and trust tbat our canents you found t o  

be cogent, ins t rPct ive  and useful a s  you del iberate  i n  these 

matters rrben you bave t o  be discussing and understanding 

very cogent and very interes t ing.  And w e  appreciate everyone 

wbo was bere  today, pa r t i cu la r ly  everyone l e d  by t h e i r  

governor. Thank you very much. 

U L ~ W :  manl you, thank you. (*lause.) 
CImIluKnNl COX: We w i l l  now be a,ving on t o  the 

every- f r a  Borwts  t o  heal th  ca re  t o  I;anL raoges t o  a i r  

space t o  cryptoloqy -- o r  cryptography. &SKI w e  thank you for  

your care  and consideration, and hope and t r u s t  you W i l l  

exercise  good j w t  f o r  the  people of Pnlerica. And thank 

you f o r  yoor service. 
cn~pncwa cox: manl you very much. m d  we did 

indeed f ind  your c-tn and thoughts acrnss the  board t o  be 

s t a t e  of l o r t h  Carolima. (Applause.) Welane. I f  you a l l  

a r e  ready, w e  have 20 a lnu tes  a l located t o  IMs. And we're 

wst pleased t o  see  qu i t e  a distinguished 91-oup representing 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

13 
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the s t a t e  of l o r t h  Carolina. J.et me turn i t  over t o  you a l l  

t o  start with the program 

CO.GRBSHNl JUNES: I(adame Chairman, members of the 
comission. I am l l a l t e r  V. Jones, Jr., repre;sentative f o r  the 

3rd D i s t r i c t  of Worth Carolina. With me today a r e  Governor - 

cmrr*OIR* C m :  I s m  sorry, I neqle.cted a very 

important job. S ta tu te  does require  t b a t  re swear a l l  

witnesses in before testimony, otherr ise ,  we cannot take the 
testimony. So i f  you a l l  would allow me, and r a i s e  your 

r igh t  arm -- r i g h t  hand, excuse me. 
(Witnesses sworn. 
CHNmUUW COX: Thank you very much. I'm sorry to  

interrupt ,  and we'll start your t h e  over. 

C D W G R B S ~  J-: mank you. Chaiwnn, 
aeabers of the  C d s s i o n ,  I aa Walter V. Jonl's, Jr., 

representat ive  f o r  the  3rd D i s t r i c t  of North Carolina. With 

me today a r e  Governor James 8. Hunt, Jr.; Senator Jesse  
Helms; and Senator lauch Faircloth; and Repretlentative Eva 

Clayton. 

CMlGRgSSlQIY CIA-: Madame Chair amd members, I 

want t o  thank you f o r  t h i s  opportunity t o  be put of a team 
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redis t r ibuted from N k i  Cecil F ie ld  to llClrS on tbe Bast Coast, 

Cherry Point and Beaufort. The Coosission's ra t ionale  w a s  

t ha t  such a reali-t would - and let me quote bere  -- 
wdovetpil w i t h  tbe recent  de temlna t ion  f o r  jo in t  military 

operations of Navy and m i n e  Corps aircraft:  

me BRAC CoaLLssion in 1993 umderstood t h a t  

interservice, j o i n t  mi l i t a ry  operations rere necessary in 

order t o  achieve the most e f f i c i en t ,  coot-effective 
u t i l i za t ion  of our  r l l i r p c y  resources. In additlorn to the 

i n t e r semice  ra t ionale ,  the '93 Coarlsslon a l s o  concluded 

that  the  realignment of the P-18 a i r c r a f t  a t  Cherry Point I 
'alleviated concerns with ward t o  future  enviro-td and 

land use problens: 

As a result of the  BRM: '93 direct ives ,  the  Wavy 

has already spent appror iaate ly  $25 mil l ion in p repua t ion  

fo r  receiving the  a i r c r a f t  a t  cherry Point. Tbia expenditure 
was en t i r e ly  reasonable, in l i g h t  of the uoassailable 

ra t ionale  provided f o r  tbe  decis ion by the '93 C d s s i o n .  

I t  made sense then, and it makes sense now. Tbe D e w b e n t  
of Defense now, however, proposes t o  iqnore the - '93 

c a a l s s i o n  decision and its underlying ra t ionale .  

I t  recornends redirect ing the  F-18 a i r c r a f t  f m  

Paqe 

Cecil Fie ld  t o  Oceana, ra ther  than t o  Cherry miat. A feu P- 

18 a i r c r a f t  a l s o  would be assigned to Beaufort. South 
Carolina. and Atlanta. Georgia. Madame Cbriolru, W e  

respectful ly  suggest t h a t  this c d s s i o n  consider tbe  

Department of Defense KeccmaPdrtion to be a substant ia l  
deviation from the eRAC c r i t e r i a ;  a deviation, a s  re wi l l  
make c l e a r  today, which w i l l  not  s tand scrutiny, and ought to 

be reversed. 
m a t  happened bet- 1993 and 19957 And why dld 

i t  happen? To answer these questions. it's important ta 

f i r s t  understand -- and I think t h i s  is crucial .  Madame 

Chaiwnn -- t o  understand t h a t  Oceana was considered by the  

'93 c d s s i o n  a s  a potent ia l  receiver  f o r  the  P-18 a i r c r a f t .  

And the C d s s i o n  concluded t h a t  'the aoveaent of Cecil 

Field F-18 a i r c r a f t  and persome1 to UAA and UAS Oceana 

defeats  the  increase in mi l i t a ry  value achieved by the 

integration of Navy carrier-based aviat ion with the  m i n e  

Corps c a r r i e r  aviat ion a t  Cherry Point and Beaufort. 

Oceana was not overlooked; i t  was specif ical ly  

considered and re jected a s  an appropriate receiver site fo r  

these airplanes. We contend the  r a t iona le  which supported 

tha t  conclusion i n  1993 is still f u l l y  applicable in 1995. 

I I 
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. And in Light of new, t i g h t  budqet const ra ints ,  it '  s even more CHAI- COX: Thank you very much, Governor 

I rel-ant m y .  To j u s t i f y  ignoring the  d i r ec t ive  oit the  '93 I 2 Hunt, and welcome, Senator Eelas. 

= u o d d  qualify Oceana a s  a receiver s i t e  because of the  

31 e.xil+rrace of only one Reserve squadron of F-18s a t  Oceana. 

Z Euc l d b e r u c e  t o  this r u l e  w u l d  more than e l i s i n a t e  Cherry 

I . r e s i a ,  it was necessary t o  change the  playing f i e l d .  

Accordingly, the  1995 Wavy recommendation 1.0 the  

t of Defense included a so-called m l e  tha t  -- and I 

tr -- 'tbe introduction of a i r c r a f t  types not  c u r ~ e n t l y  

aboard a s t a t i on  is no t  allowed: This rule ,  of course, iu"" 
j I roald e l Y n a t e  Cberry Point a s  a receiver  of P-18s. but 

PoLnr as a potent ia l  receiver.  

Uadaae Chairman, it would destroy the  in t e r se rv i ce  

~ y n e m q y  dicta ted by the  '93 Ccamission decision. The r u l e  is  

c l eax ly  designed to direct the  F-18s t o  Oceana. Wow, a 

rev iu  of tbe cos t  avoidaece and r e l a t ed  ntnbers a t t c tbu ted  

to cbe '93 decision and the 1995 DoD recommendations provides 

asocber example of t he  Navy's e f f o r t s  t o  j u s t i f y  ignolring the  

' 93 decision. 

In 1993, a f t e r  a thorough study, t he  Camiss.ion 

de- t ha t  the cos t s  -- this is what they s a i d  then -- 
i t  d d  m s t  $228 mil l ion t o  move the  F-18s t o  Oceana. and 

I SENATOR RBLIIS: Hadame Chairman, thank you so  much 

4 fo r  the o m r t u n i t y  fo r  us t o  appear t o  discuss  the  Defense 

5 Department's recaaendat ion t h a t  11 squadrons of Navy P-18 

6 a i r c r a f t  be t ransferred f r m  Cecil Fie ld  in Flor ida  t o  

7 Oceana, Virginia, and Beaufort, South Carolina, ins tead of to 

8 Cherry Point, a s  was i n i t i a l l y  detennined by the  1993 Base 

9 Closure c d s s i o n ,  on which a l o t  of plannLng was done and a 

10 great  deal of money was spent. 

11 Now, i f  we sound l i k e  an a cappel la  cho i r  here, 

i t ' s  because we're singing the  same hymn; and I think we' l l  d 

the  bes t  we can. But I ' l l  t e l l  you, we f e e l  a l i t t l e  b i t  

l i k e  we've been l e f t  a t  the altar by the  1995 Base Closure 

Comission -- o r  the  Defense Depactnent, ra ther .  But I thank 

you a l s o  fo r  accomodating us  and having t h i s  meeting today 

near Baltimore, ins tead of Nabasa o r  s-here l l k e  tha t .  

Wow, with all due respect.  Madame C h a i m ,  when i t  

comes to  the disposi t ion of t he  F-18s cu r ren t ly  s t a t i oned  a t  

Cecil Field, the 1993 Base Closure Ccamission bad it r ight ;  

and the current Department of Defense had it wrong. As Al 

Smith used to  say. l e t ' s  look a t  the  record. During the  past 

I Page 

I . only $117 million t o  move to Cherry Point. m e s e  

, I 8-rs uere based on the  re locat ion of 13 12-plane squadrons 

I and a trrLnLDg squadron. I)or, in 1995. the  Navy recamlends 

/ to mD, a8d DO0 is t o  you, an estimate t h a t  

ropld cost only $28 mil l ion t o  rove tbe a i r c r a f t  t o  Oce?ana. 

but S332 million to more it  t o  Cberry Point. 

lbn is  this $385 mil l ion f l ip-f lop possible7 Is - u y  basis  and l og ic  f o r  i t ?  me ansrer is c l ea r ly  no. 

I X b e  maws explumation f o r  t he  dramatic d i f ference in the  

31 C w s i a ' s  '93 c o s t  dete-atton and t h e  Navy's '95 

rbcn L.dudes the  reduction of squadrons f r m  1 3  t o  e ight .  

t. however, t o  note  t h a t  the  Navy's 1995 c o s t  

t t e d  conta in  a p l a in  mistake. 

14 Tbey a r e  based on an es t imate  of d i f f e r e n t  numbers 
- -  - of pl-. They as- 204 planes being t ransferred t o  

h C b c q  Poiat, but  only 141 going t o  Oceana. m a t ' s  a b lg  -- - part of C h e  Qiffereace in tbese costs .  And tha t ' s  j u s t  a 

3 dstake.  In adbition, t he  navy coatends t h a t  t he  cos t s  

:' at-- To acearm would be o f f s e t  by phasing ou t  56 Jr-6 

3 a i r c r a f t  and tbe  redirect ion of 5-3 a i r c r a f t  t o  lVIS 

Z Ja-nrFUe. Incidenta l ly ,  t h a t  w u l d  be a v io l a t ion  cmf 

&ir mew -called rule .  

1 Paqe 

m e s e  f ac to r s  s i r p l y  cannot account f o r  t he  

I dilteresoe in the '93 Coa i s s ion  c o s t  de t emina t ion  of $1228 

: r i l l i o n  a t  Oceana and only $28 mil l ion today under the  new 

r p m .  In addition, the  Navyes 1995 c o s t  es t imate  f o r  

5 miat includes a $42 mil l ion c o s t  f o r  addi t ional  

i f-9 ~ i n g  uni ts ,  although the  wavy i t s e l f  has done at 

S q  asd a b s  t h a t  Cherry Point -- t h a t  these  un i t s  are! not  

1 reqmired a t  Cherry Point.  This was an e a r l i e r  study. 

5 $39 d l l i o n  is put  in a t  Cherry mint f o r  

:'I addi t ional  en l i s t ed  quarters,  desp i t e  an existlag excess - c a p r d t y  of 35 perrent  there now. $25 mil l ion is pu t  in a t  
I Cbe-cSY mint f o r  an unaecessary and counterproductive 
2 para l l e l  taxiway. Hadatme Chairman, t he  DoD rec-dation is 

:* r ep le t e  w i t h  inaccuracies.  Ile j u s t  urge you t o  look a t  Ohat - - 
-: hard. I know t ba t  your s t a f f  is  doing i t n o w .  - - .= we're presenting accurate  infornat ion t o  you ta iay - -  - and id o m ~  s tu f f  we're get t inq t o  YOU; and t h a t  w i l l  present 

!:I to p u  tbe real f ac t s .  I w u l d  l l k e  to have about a ainul:e 

1 7 .  - close ,  i f  I -y. Madame Chai-, a f t e r  our senators  

aat. l o w  I'm very pleased tn +urn over our case  t o  North 

l i n a  senior  Senator Jesse  H e l m s .  who is the Chainmar, of 

O.S. Senate Foreign Relations Comlt tee .  (Applause.) 

1 more des i rable  places t o  l i v e  in Aaerica. The crime r a t e  is  

2 low; the  cost  of l i v ing  is reasonable; there ' s  no congestion, 

3 urban sprawl o r  pollution. Those who l i v e  i n  Cherry Point 

4 and its surrounding communities recognize t h a t  tbey have no 

5 higher responsibi l i ty  than to take ca re  of t h e  courageous I 
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younq men and roaen rho a r e  charged with p r o t e c t b g  the  

f l eedaw and the  l i b e r t y  of the  American people. 

The b o t t m  l i n e  is  t h a t  the  m i l i t a r y  personnel and 

dependents who w i l l  be transferred, along with the  f i g h t e r  

planes, w i l l  be well taken care of, should you abide by the  

1993 BRAC decision, which we pray t h a t  you w i l l .  Wow, 

s ta t ioning these Wavy a i r c r a f t  a t  Cherry Point w i l l  a l s o  

p rmote  the  goal of i n t e r se rv i ce  cooperation advocated by the  

Detense Department i t s e l f ,  a s  a means of s t r e t ch ing  U.S. 

defense do l l a r s  -- and where I work. t ha t ' s  very inpor tant  -- 

~ a g e  
1 10 years, more than $400 mil l ion has been invested in new 

2 infras t ructure  a t  Cherry mint, based upon the  1993 BRAC 

3 deteraination. 

4 low, based on the  detenrLnation back there  t h a t  

5 chese f igh te r  planes would be Vansferred t o  Cberry Point, 

6 and there seemed t o  be no question about it. no t  doubt about 

7 i t  a t  the t ime,  approxinately $25 W o n ,  therefore, w a s  
8 spent i n  preparing f o r  the  a r r i v a l .  W i n g  t h e  p a s t  seven 

9 years, 16 new bachelor en l i s t ed  quar ters  base - b u i l t .  

10 And in  1994, a new naval hospi ta l  was opened, providing 

11 f i r s t - r a t e  medical ca re  f o r  mi l i t a ry  personnel and t h e i r  

12 families who were expected, a s  a r e s u l t  of t he  1993 assurance 

13 a s  r e  took it. 

14 In the  pas t  year, new water and sewage tzeatment 

15 f a c i l i t i e s  have ccue on l ine ,  with excess capacity, I n igh t  

16 add. i n  ant ic ipat ion of t h e  growth a t  Cherry Point. And 

17 because of these and other  factors ,  Cberry Point  has twice 

18 t e n  awarded the  C-der In chief ' s  award f o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  

19 excellence, and has w n  various environmental a w e  on 

20 n w r o u s  occasions. 

21 And a s  the  servicemen and wmen cu r ren t ly  s t a t i oned  

22 a t  Cherry Point w i l l  a t t e s t  of it, there  a r e  few, i f  any. 

16 and preparing our troops fo r  fu tu re  conf l i c t s .  

That was the  judqsent of the  1993 BRAC. I t  was the  

18 correct  judg.ent, we i n s i s t .  And i f  the  Navy o r  Marine 

19 Co~ps,  with the i r  c a n o n  her i tage and cornon mission, cannot Il7 

120 t r a in  and work together, then how r e a l i s t i c  is  it t o  expect 

2 1  
ful ther  association of the  m y ,  Wavy, Air Force and Marines? 

22 And f ina l ly ,  Madame Chairnan, in all sincer i ty .  there  is  the  

I I 1 
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r ea f t imed .  At t h i s  time, it's my pleasure  t o  present my 

colleague and qood f r iend,  the  junior senator  f r m  North 
Carolina, lauch Paircloth. Mr. Faircloth. (A&ause.) 

SENATOR F N R C M H :  Thank you, Jesse, and qood 

af ternarm. Madame Chainman and members of your s t a f f  and 
l ad i e s  and gentleaen. I ap lauch Pairc loth  of North 

Carolina. I was born, reared, and l i ved  in Clinton, North 

Base Realignment & Closure Multi-PageTM May 4, 199 

Carolina, which is about 80 miles  t o  the  we.st of Cherry 

mint. In  Eastern Ilortb Carolina, we have <I r e l a t i v e l y  

unpopulated fores ted area. which idea l ly  slcits i t s e l f  to 

w 

mil i t a ry  t ra ining and t o  tr-g which l a m b  i t s e l f  t o  

safe ty .  

You don't f l y  over l a rge  shopping malls, o r  have 

th ickly  populated a reas  to land in Cherry Point. The densi ty  
is not what you w i l l  f i n d  in Norfolk o r  Oceana. I t ' s  s h p l y  

a f ac t .  Cur lan-q pa t t e rns  and t r a in ing  routes  a r e  c lear ,  

unimpeded, and our communities do not  in any meaningful way 
a C r w c h  on the one-way and t r a in ing  area. I know the  

bardworking and independent nature  of the  c i t i z e n s  of North 
Carolina. Md I can t e l l  you, they wel- the  mi l i t a ry  and 

need the  jobs tha t  these planes w i l l  bring. 

The econcaic inpact  of this move 010  an a r ea  such a s  
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our testimony. 

CHAIRYOCIAll COX: Thank you, senator .  

ccMmNoR HUNT: Madame Chaiman and members of the  

C ~ s s i o n ,  we bel ieve t h a t  w e  presented a case, and the 
infomat ion tha t  we sutait to you w i l l ,  tht establishes t h a t  

the Navy-DM) rec-dation to t h i s  co r r i s s ion  represents  an 

unsupported r e j ec t ion  by the  Navy a d  the Deparmemt of 
Defense of t he  1993 ColPission decision, and a subs t an t i a l  

deviation from the  BRAC c r i t e r i a .  
This rec-dation ignores the j o i n t  sewice 

operations decision and the  environmental and land use  

detemlnat ions  of the  '93 Coraission. I t  appears t h a t  the  
Navy has concluded t h a t  Oceana is a t  r i s k  of c losure  i f  i t  

does not receive these  a i rplanes .  And the navy wants to keep 

Oceana open a t  all costs .  We've es tabl ished today t h a t  the 

at-all-costs standard is  very high, and a c o s t  that is being 

paid with taxpayers' do l l a r s .  

The Honorable Oren Picket t ,  who appeared here  
today, is a member of the  district in which oceans is 

located, I think explained the  natives'  l og ic  very w e l l  in 

t h i s  matter when he s a i d  -- and I quote him -- -wba tbe 

military wants t o  do Something and it is expensive, they 

- 
Page 337 

1 i s sue  of fa i rness .  

2 The overrhelminq majority of Navy air-to-ground 

3 t ra ining occurs in and over rhe s t a t e  of North Carolina. So 

4 i f  the  a i r c r a f t  a r e  s ta t ioned a t  Oceana. t he  end r e s u l t  w i l l  

5 be tha t  North Carolina w i l l  g e t  all  of the noise, all of the 
6 neqative environmental b p a c t  of t he  a i r cca f t ,  but  none of 

7 the  e c o n c d c  b e w f i t s .  I f  t he  p i l o t s  f l y l a g  these  a i r c r a f t  
8 a r e  going t o  t r a i n  in and over North Carolina, they should be 

9 based there  a s  well. 

10 ~s I close, l e t  as r a i s e  a quesllon; and it's 

11 relevant.  I understand t h a t  in rec-dng t h a t  t h e i r  j e t s  

12 be t ransferred to Virginia i n s t ead  of t o  C h r q  Point, t he  
13 Navy s t a t e  t ha t  i t  needs the a i r c r a f t  stationed close  t o  
1 4  t h e i r  hwme a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s  a t  Norfolk. I f  m a t  is  the  

15 case, Hadaae C h a i m ,  then why d i d  the  Navy recornend tha t  

16 F-14s. whose home c a r r i e r s  are docked in San Dieqo, 
17 California, a l s o  be t ransferred t o  Virginia7 

18 Madame Chainman and members of t he  Comission, 
19 thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  l e t  us  s t a t e  our case  a s  t o  

20 why h e r i c a ' s  nat ional  s ecu r i ty  and the  cace and t r a in ing  of 

21 our young semi- and wmen w i l l  be both b e s t  served i f  

22 the  decision of t he  o r ig ina l  1993 Base Closure Coraission is 
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Hampton Roads, with an ex i s t i ng  population oi' 1.5 l i l l l o n  

people, is neql igible .  However, t he  econcaic inpact  on 
Craven and Crorar county is I5 tiaes greater .  Even i f  

everything were equal, which it isn ' t ,  this one c r i t e r i a  

should deternCae the i s sue  in favor  of Cherry Point. 
Cur mil i t a ry  value is unsurpassed. Cherry Point 

has four  8,000-foot runways with exce l l en t  aplprwches. In 

fact ,  a '93 C d s s i o n  detenrLned t h a t  there  was ample 

capacity f o r  f i v e  addi t ional  12-ai rcraf t  squadrons. To put 

i t  another way, 60 addi t ional  a i r c r a f t  can be accommodated 

with min ima l  a l l i t a r y  construction investment. In addition, 
our area has an abundance of water. 

We do no t  have ra t ioning,  and our  Walter is a l s o  

clean. I t  w i l l  l a s t  f o r  any n u d e r  of years. Despite a 

recent  agreement concerning the  l ake  Gaston plpel ine ,  I am 

sorry  to say, our neighbors t o  t he  north a r e  not  blessed with 

Suf f i c i en t  water. Oceana and the  Norfolk area  bave suffered 
from a severe water shortage s ince  1981. And t o  t h i s  date,  

mandatory water use c e s t r i c t i o n s  a r e  imposed. 

Not only w i l l  the  lack of water inpact  on the  

l iv ing conditions and the  qua l i t y  of l i f e  of olor young 

service  personnel, but  i t  is bound t o  inpact  01% the 
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1 operational readiness of the  mi l i t a ry .  I t  j u s t  makes no 

2 sense t o  introduce a fo rce  of 4,000 new people into an area  
3 tha t  is already hard pressed t o  have enough water to support 

4 i ts current  population. 

5 Mothe r  i s s u e  is  the  ground wter qua l i t y  a t  
6 Oceana. I t  has been repor ted in the  Virginia  and nat ional  

7 press t ha t  there  is widespread fue l  a n t a d m a t i o n  in Oceana. 
8 This contambation apparently leaked i n t o  the  groundwater, 

9 and has made some of t h e  bui ld ings  a t  Oceana uninhabitable. 

10 To put i t  another way, there  is n o t  only a water problem, bu t  

11 there  is  a clean groundwater problem f o r  what w a t e r  does 
12 exist a t  Oceana. 
13  I t  is our assesspent  t h a t  t he  Oceana f a c i l i t y  is 

14 not cooparable to Cherry Paint. Cherry m i n t  is a rodern, 

15 ready-to-go f a c i l i t y ,  located in an a rea  with hi* qua l i t y  of 
16 water. I t  would seem tha t  given the amparison bet- t he  
17 two a i r  s ta t ions ,  based on t h e  f a c t s  w e  have presented, and 

18 the f a c t s  i n  your b r i e f ing  book, i t  is absolute ly  in this 

19 country's bes t  i n t e r e s t ,  and i n  the best interest o r  the  

20 mine Corps, s a i l o r s  and airmen, to direct the  locat ion of 
21 the  F-18 a i r c r a f t  to Cherry Point.  

22 Governor Bunt w i l l  now make a b r i e f  s m t i o n  of 
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underestimate the  cost .  And wben they don't want to do 
something, they overes t inate  t he  cost: 

Because of t he  denonstrated av ia t ion  and tbe clear 
and major mistakes i n  ccaputinq c o s t s  tbat is in this 

rec-dation, we request  t he  Commission to reject the DOD 

recanendat ion and uphold the  '93 C d s s i o n  decision t o  

locate  t he  F-18s a t  Cherry m i n t .  Thank you very much f o r  
t h i s  opportunity t o  appear before  you today. 

And we want to i n v i t e  your s t a f f  t o  coae to cherq 
Point and see  what we have there; see  all of these  l i v ing  

quar ters  t ha t  a r e  not  being used now and are ready t o  be 

used. And we'll be happy t o  e n t e r t a i n  MY questions t b a t  you 

would l i ke .  (Applause.) 
cm~wcuwd COX: m a k  you very much. There donet 

appear t o  be any questions a t  this time. I might j u s t  say, 

a s  a member  of the  1993 BRAC, I apprecia te  your s t rong bel ief  

i n  our i n f a l l i b i l i t y  and wisdop. Tbank you. (Applause.) I 

believe tha t  we w i l l  now have -- we have reserved 11 d n u t e s  

of Pemsylvanla's time f o r  the  Naval Surface Warfare Center, 

because fomer  sec re t a ry  of t he  Navy John lelua. was 

unavoidably detained. 

Md so  we w i l l  now aove to do t b a t  particular area. 

I I 1 
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I s  M r e t a q  IAmmn here? W e  w i l l  go ahead with Secretary 

I : -. we very d apprecia te  the f a c t  t ha t  you're here, 

l m k  fornard to your testimony. 

su3ucTARY IdmLwl: W e l l ,  Mdane Chair, 

s s lowrs ,  thank you very much f o r  accomodaUng me. I 

v e r y  m u d  apprecia te  it. I t ' s  a qreat  pleasure t o  be here. "13. 
1 And 1 parti&arly am grate- f o r  being the  posi t ion <of 

.I cl--up ba t t e r .  

t ClmI- CLD(: You know. Secretary I.e)nan, you 

:u r, rben you t a l k  about clean-up ba t t e r ,  I'm nol. sure  

'1 th.L(t I b d  torqotten t o  swear YOU in, which is mquiretl  by 
- ., - o w  s t a tu t e .  50 i f  YOU don't Mind, I would ask YOU. Thank 

-3  yo*, r e v  e. -. twitness s w r n . )  

.- 5 cmDWCHM COX: Thank you, sir. 
'b SUXETARY LEQlWI: Wdame Chair, a s  nenry VIIl used 

"1 t o  say to  his wives, I p d s e  not  t o  keep you long. I have 

I 8  s u l l i t t e d  my tes t i rony fo r  the record. and s o  1'11 jus t  give 

i.9 p a  a brief and anr re r  any questions tha t  you might 

brc. I r bere to s tmng ly  endorse the  posi t ion and 

-tiom of Ule c i t y  of Phlladelphia, and half  of the  

-tion of tbe Deparh.eot of Defense t o  consolidate 
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03, which is the  engineering d i r ec to ra t e  is a l i t t l e  more 

cmpl icated.  And I would urge you t o  look a t  it in a simple 

way. m n ' t  t r y  t o  aicroaanaqe NAVSM and tell the  d i r ec to r  

of NAVSm exactly which b i l l e t s  t o  do it, bu t  there  is  no 

doubt in my mind that a subs t an t i a l  nmber  of t he  functions 

being done in  NAVSBA 03 in Washington can be f a r  b e t t e r  done 

in  Philadelphia; and t h a t  there  should be a subs t an t i a l  n e t  

reduction in  people. 

Since we l e f t .  there has been an enorwus growth in 

tha t  off ice .  I t  has now scme 650 people in t h a t  one p a r t  of 

NAVSEA in  Washlngton. And tha t  is  simply f a r  too many t o  be 

1 2  e f f i c i e n t .  And s o  by moving all o r  most of t he  functions 

1 3  t ha t  a r e  not d i r ec t ly  r e l a t ed  t o  s h i p  desiqn and 

1 4  coordination, the  e f f i c i enc ie s  and reductions can be 

1 5  accmplished, I t h i n k ,  in a very rapid  way. I think t he  cos t  

16 savings a re  enorwus. I tNnk  the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  are few. 

17 I think the  cos t s  of moving are gross ly  overstated. 

18 I am an indus t r i a l i s t ,  and bave a good deal of experience in 

19 the  buying. the  se l l ing,  t he  building and t h e  roving of 

20 indust r ia l  plants.  And I thFok the  $25 nFLllon estimate to 

21 move NAVSES f n a  Annapolis could be done f o r  a f r ac t ion  of 

22 tha t  i f  i t  were done in best  business pract ice .  So I w u l d  
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1 thr w g h e e r i n g  center  of the NSwC f r m  Annapolis t o  

2 M a d e l f l a ,  t o  t he  cen t r a l  cen te r  of excellence a t  NA\ISES 

1 I,. Philadelphi.. 

4 And second, t o  stronqly endorse the  rec-da~tion 

5 t o  rrnt ua of tbe functions of the  beadquarters NAVSWt 03 

6 - a m  closely  r e l a t ed  to NAVSBS, a l s o  to Philadelphia. 

! 7 
rarru I f e e l  en thus i a s t i c  about endorsing Ulese tw 

8 8 -UW is Lht one of tbe major e f f o r t s  t h a t  was 

9 rrh back b t he  '80s. dur isg  the  build-up of t he  600-ship 

l* -y w u  to s- and reduce t he  Navy bureaucracy and 

bc+utars burerucncy in Waskington, pa r t i cu l a r ly .  

Aod durinq the period w h e n  we were buildinq up the  

3 ship  88- f m  about a 400-ship Navy. a s  t he  Cold Wac 

14 nqdrd. w e  8l.o reduced the  bureaucracy, which should 

I 5  y t l y  f a d l i t a t e  t he  building of the  ships  and the  

26 expaonion of the  navy a t  t h a t  time. We e l in lna t ed  

17 a m r t  o t  2,600 b i l l e t s  from NAVSM, NAVAIR, Se- and ollher 

18 hardquarters s t a f f s  i n s ide  the 0eltway. 

19 And unfortunately. with the  confusions of peace? and 

20 the -9 of the  build-up, the a t t en t ion  t o  reducing 

21 scrwrliri.q hueaucracy went t he  other  way. And s ince  the 

22 emM of the Cold W a r ,  all of those 2,600 b i l l e r s  have beem, 
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quess a jaundiced eye a t  t h a t  c o s t  e s t i s a t e .  

Jus t  t o  s-ize. I think this is a q rea t  

opportunity t o  put the  Navy headquarters back in an e f f i c i e n t  

and t i gh t  basis.  W e  bave shown in the  p a s t  t h a t  when ue 

reduced bureaucracy, we ac tua l ly  speeded dec i s ion ra ldng  and 

iwroved the  qua l i t y  of the product; and re can do it again 

here. I t ' s  grown l i k e  topsy, a s  bureaucracy &ways does, 

unless it's given a per iodic  topdoun cut .  

Wain, don't try t o  nit-ge an AVSHA. Be 

understand- the  probler, but  he r e a l l y  nee& you to randate  a 

tardown targeted cut,  i n  order  t o  take on the  baronies t ha t  

he must t a k e  on t o  accomplish this. That is  the  burden of my 

message, and I urge you Godspeed in carrying it out.  I d d  

be happy t o  answer any of the  questions t h a t  you might want 

t o  ra ise .  

C W l u C U A N  COX: I think w e  are very much 

appreciate your testimony, and of course, w e ' l l  take your 

full testimony f o r  the  record. And we ace  bonored tha t  you 

would be here today t o  provide us with this easy t o  

understand testimony, and that ' s  always helpful .  Thank you 

very much. 

SBCFSTARY UUWUl: Thank you. Hadare Chair. 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Paqe - bmzk to WasNngton a rea  headquarters, plus another 400. 

And tbat  is not f o r  a 600-ship navy, but  f o r  a 300-plus sh ip  

w. So I'r bere to u q e  you t o  take those measures t ha t  

r- o m  a* b r h q  a t ightness  and e f f i c i ency  by r educhq  

habquarters' laycrs  of kmreaucracy. 

Aod I think thereSs  no b e t t e r  example t o  be fowtd 

thu the consolidation of tbo funct ions  n o w  being done a t  

8 Mmqol i s .  M c h .  in m y  ways, are m d a n t ,  and in every 

9 -. closely  r e l a t ed  to tbe  w r k  being done in PNladelptda. 
1 0  N A S Y L  03 COnsoUdation is a l s o  r e l a t ed  because many of 
11 tno.e pcople Ire r e a l l y  overseeiag and coordinating functions 

12 b a n w e  tbey're a t  a r e  than one s ight .  

13 And so  the  two a r e  re la ted.  There are, in the  case 

14 of PbF1adelpbia. so  many u e a s  of exper t ise .  I t  1s. of 

I 5  conuse, tbe cen t r a l  a r ea  of excellence f o r  s h i p  systems 

16 t a t i n q  .pd RCD. And while t he  w r k  done a t  Annapolis has 

11 bccm excel lent  in every way, there  seeas t o  be no ser ious  

18 - ~ . e  fo r  not consolidatinq thea. and reducing the  n e t  nlaOer 

msi t lona a t  the same tire. 

So I m n ' t  spend much t h e  on that .  The case  is  

made In the  technical papers t h a t  have -n provided to 

22 C d s s i o n .  The movement of -- consolidation of NAVSLU\ 

Page ? 

ClthIlWWAll COX: We are nor a t  the point  of the  

second period of public -t. 

IIR. McCARTRY: Uadame Chair, Caa i s s ione r s ,  I'm Joe 

-army, and I'm chainwan of the  Pennsylvania act ion 

&t t ee  f o r  Governor RLdge. I'm a l s o  a r e t i r e d  m y  

general, and a s  such, I approach my mission looking a t  the  

mil-itary c r i t e r i a .  And the f i r s t  c r i t e r i a  t b a t  I obserse in 

golnq around these  bases is the  s t r a t e g i c  locat ion of 

Pennsylvania. 

And by the  s t r a t e g i c  location, I mean t he  s t a t e  

i t s e l f ,  with respect to mobilization and p o r t s  and so  on, 

highways. But a l s o  I mean the  location, with respect  t o  

other functions -- the  col locat ion of funct ions  and the  

in terservic ing posslble and a l s o  locat ion with respect t o  

bases, t ha t  is, Pemsylvanla Guard requir ing a place  to 

t ra in;  Kelly Support Center c lo se  t o  t he  place  where it's 

s u p r t i n g  troops. So locat ion is a very big  i t en .  

Other items in mi l i t a ry  value w u l d  be the, I 

think, fo r  your conaideratloo, t he  very e f f e c t i v e  bases t ha t  

we have. I think we've shown tha t  these bases and the  people 

concerned a r e  very e f f ec t ive  i n  supporting the  forces. And 

they're a l so  cost-effective. One tNng  t h a t  I think is  

I 
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alanrlog, with respect  t o  mi l i t a ry  operations Is the 
responsibility t h a t  the Department of Deftense has f o r  
supporting the Reserves and the  National ,%d. 

And I t h h k  t h a t  this bas been , M c a t e d  in a way, 

with respect  to Ind ianMn Gap and with respect to the Kelly 
Support Center and the  911th Wing. I wanlA t o  a l s o  reot ion 

the disproportionate inpact,  emulatively, in Pennsylvania of 

the previous BRAC things. And I think Governor Ridge 
probably l e f t  this with you. 

C m w I m M  COX: Y e s .  thank you. 

IR. McCARTFlY: That's a very t e l l i n g  thing. Now. 

that 's econcdc  impact. but I want t o  put t h a t  i n t o  mil i tary  

value. I n  Pemsylvamia, our recruitment enlistment, both in 

the ac t ive  services  and in the Guard and Reserve, have always 
been high. And ve are a t  the  point  now where the mi l i t a ry  

present in Pennsylvania is very ser iously  reduced; and these 
f igures  show tbat.  

And this is goinq t o  a f f e c t  recnmibent  and 

enlistment and the  Fera l  support of the  public f o r  the 

mili tary .  This concerns me. So I've approached this f m  

the  d l i t a r y  value standpoint.  And I want t o  say t h a t  I've 

seen Cun i s s ione r  Corwlla ,  and I've seen you all in 
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operation. I have g rea t  sympathy fo r  the  tolerance you've 

shorn all of us, and the  sympathy. And you have a tough job; 

we understand that .  W e  thank you very much. 

CklAI- COX: Thank you very much f o r  t h a t  wrap- 

up on behalf of Pennsylvania. Thank you. IUe have now 
reached tbe p o h t  of our  second publ ic  comment period.  his 

w i l l  be a period of 30 mbutes .  And we'll take those 

a f fec t inq  Pennsylvania. Virginia and North 1:amlina. I w u l d  
l i k e  to have all of those wishing t o  speak r i g h t  here. 

I t  looks l ike ,  perhaps, you are &.ready l ined up so 

t h a t  w e  m u l d  s- you in a l l  a t  one the. So i f  you would 
please raise your r i g h t  hands. 

(witnesses sworn. ) 
CmTC*OIRI CM: Ihank you very much. And I 

believe we w i l l  be s o l r t i n g  with Pennsylvania. Y e s ,  okay. 

With Mr. Stephen George? No. okay. Maybe you could j u s t  

give us your name as you start. 

n U O n  GB- S)(DI[KR: madame Chairran, I am major 

General Frank Smoker, United S ta t e s  Air Foroe, Retired. 

Having served a t  For t  Indiantown Gap f o r  many years, the l a s t  

seven years a s  carnaoder of the  Pennsylvania Nr National 

Guard, my experience a t  Port Indlantown Gap provides me with 
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f o r t  w i l l  save 523.8 l i l l i o n  a year; when in f a c t  it only 

costs  513.5 mill ion l a s t  y e a  t o  operats  the  base. 

Correcting tbese and o the r  misleadhg factors, the 
overall  r a l l a g  of Fort  Indiaotoun Cap chasqes f r a  being 

number nine out of 10, to nlnber three out  of 10. 

In view of the  discrepancy, I lrrge the  EmAC C-ssion to 

have GM reevaluate the  data. Pinally, it's my s t rong 

rec-dation t h a t  the BlUC C&ssion retain the federal 

presence of Indiantwn Gap and take Fort  Indiantown Gap off 

the list. Thank you. 

CWR*CIRI COX: - you very mucb, sir. 
l4aJDll GlwmmL-: Hadape maiman, 

C d s s i o n e r s ,  I'm na jo r  General 6erry Sajer,  f o m e r  Mjunc t  

General of Pennsylvaaia. Thank you f o r  your pat&- and 
perseverance. l n  I t s  analysis  of major training areas, the 

Ansy f a i l e d  to consider da i ly  usage, schoolhomae usage and 

weekend usage. low, this allowed the m y  to use a o n e s i z e  

f i t s - a l l  approach, the  enclave plan - t o  abandon con taLaMt  

areas. e l u a t e  the infras t rPctura ,  d idss  tbe employees, 

and then c l a t  the overbead a s  savings. 

while the  enclave plan r a y  w r k  a t  soa post., it 
w i l l  not work a t  the  Gap. No other  base must support the 
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a unique perspective of the  trewndous mi l i t a ry  value that  

the f o r t  provides t o  cca tu t  xeadiness. 
Unfortunately. t he  7umy.s c r i t e r i a  f o r  deterniming 

mi l i t a ry  value of major t ra ining areas  d id  not  allow foc 

accurate measu-t of the  uniqueness of Port Indiantown 
Gap's mi l i t a ry  value. For exanple, the c r i t e r i a  did  not 

fu l ly  take i n t o  account the  very valuable air-to-ground 

gunnery and boabing range -- one of only 15 tn the United 

States .  This is a nat ional  a s se t .  

I t  d id  not  consider this r e s t r i c t e d  air space used 

by the A i r  Force, Navy and Harines. a s  well a!r the Ammy and 

Nr National Guard, o r  the  191 miles of low-level t ra ining 

routes leading i n t o  the  range a t  IndiantOwn Gap. Belnq aware 

of today's environmental concerns, once gone, these extremely 

a s se t s  can never be duplicated. The c r i t e r i a  did  not 

consider the  710 sqware miles of the  northern t ra ining area, 

current ly  used f o r  t a c t i c a l  aviat ion t ra ining.  
The c r i t e r i a  d id  not  take in to  account the s i x  

modern hel icopter  f l i g h t  s h u l a t o r s ,  which provided a cost  

avoidance t o  the taxpayer l a s t  year of over $68 million. In 

studying the  tab's data, it's obvious t h a t  the input data 

must have been flawed, s ince the Army c l a h  Uhat closing the 
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very large t ra ining population we have. l o  other base b 

the large da i ly  population w have. No o the r  base has tbe 
large nmber of schoolhouses re have. l o  other  base has the 

large n u b e r a  of diverse  t ra ining opportmdties  w offer .  No 
ocher base even capes close  on the throuqhplt of 7a0,000 

soldiers  a year. The other  bases are a t  160,000 o r  less. 
Now. the  enclave idea. I suggest. ww wt w e l l  

thouqht through. Y w  camnot c lose  your eyes to reality; yon 

cannot escape your responsLbility f o r  federal  funding; and 
you cannot ignore the respons ib i l i t i e s  w e  have to our 
soldiers .  The enclave plan takes away f r a r  these soldiers  
the i r  simple pleasures -- t h e i r  barracks, t h e i r  shovers, 

t h e i r  mess ha l l s ,  their post exchange, t h e i r  gym - al l  of 
t h e i r  qual i ty  of l i f e .  

Soldiers  do not  wish to be babied, but tbey do 

expect the i r  leadership to an t i c ipa te  t h e i r  needs. do the 
best  they can t o  provide f o r  tha.  m a t ' s  w h a t ' s  being 
ignored here. Can y w  ipagine a group of so ld ie r s  a t  the 

Gap, standing around in the cold and the  rain. looking a t  
recently modeled barracks and told  they can't  use ther  

because the M y  wouldn't fund it? You're rigllt  -- t beyr l l  
f ee l  l e f t  out  i n  the  w l d .  
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And that ' s  the  reason why w e ' r e  not  t a k h g  care  of 
soldiers  with t h i s  enclave plan. I would recommend t h a t  the  
Conrlssion abandon it. I t  w i l l  not work. Take the Gap off  

the  list. Thank you very much f o r  your patience today. 
C1LAIRWcUAN COX: Thank you very much. Senator 

Brightbi l l  . 
SENATOR BRIGHTBILL: ~ o o d  afternoon. ny - is 

David Brightbi l l ,  I'm a s t a t e  senator, lerber of the  ~ e w r a l  

nSseixb1y. 

CHAIRwOKW COX: welcone. 

SENATOR BRIGHYBILL: I have l ived  i n  the  xebamon 
area f o r  my 52 years, and I've been in publ ic  service  f o r  

about 16 o r  18 of those years. I bel ieve t h a t  the Gap has a 

unique value. and I th ink t h a t  we've well expressed it, and 

I'm goinq t o  bring a l i t t l e  b i t  d i f f e ren t  perspective. W e  

have a small but very r ea l  support -- excuse me, w e  have 

substant ia l  support f o r  the Gap from the local community. 

I've never had a complaint about the helicopters. 

I've never had a Conplaint about the  j e t s .  I've never bad a 
cmpla in t  about the Howitzers. And the thing I'd l i k e  t o  
leave you w i t h  is this. t h i s  s i ap le  thought. m i n g  the 

Vietnam War, when w e  saw many. many p ro tes t s  of mil i tary  

L I I 
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I p z p l e ,  r l l i t a r y  in s t a l l a t i ons ,  f o r  Lebanon, P e ~ s y l v a l i a ,  

1 f ac  tbm so ld i e r s  a t  Indiantom Gap, w e  would f i l l  high school 

I - 3 to r i - s .  places l i k e  this, t o  say simply tha t  w e  wc?re 

9 to be an American; we were pmud t o  have Indiantown Gap 

w' WePve supported the Gap not only here today, not 

I o n l y  oa tbe base closure, tmt we've supported it  back i n  the  

H '&Its .Id tbe '70s a ~ d  the  '80s. And I think tha t ' s  a 

9 -Ideration f o r  you, too. mank you f o r  your t i m e .  
10 caAl- WX: Thank you. senator.  Mr. Schott.  

7 I MR. SCBOrr: Uadaae Chailaan and C d s s i o n e r s ,  my 

12 nrr Is Leonard Scbott.  I u President of t he  Farmer.s Trust 

1.I &uut in hbanon, d c o r r e m t  Chainman of t he  Lebanon Valley 

14 -r ot  Commerce. I've spent my e n t i r e  l i f e  i n  the  

I5 -s Valley. In  f ac t ,  t he  Gap and I a r e  j u s t  about the 

16 s u  aqe. Tbe Gap is the  l a r g e s t  employer in Lebanon County. 

1 7  R o l q k l ,  2,800 men and woaen w r k  tull tine a t  the  Gap every 

1s duy, 

19 mt -10-t base generates an annual paynBl1 of 

20 - Lhl $90 million. Tbe Gap is a l s o  by f a r  the  largc'st 

21 of qoods and services  in our -unity. Closure 

31 orrriauly v o d d  have a s iqn i t i can t  impact on all of us who 

we're talking over 800 b i l l e t s ,  and t o  move f r c a  tbe 

Washington area t o  the  West Coast, you've g o t  t o  c u t  s o  many 

people in  t h i s  -- f a r  more people are going dom to 

Charleston. m e  estimated cos t  f o r  t h e i r  move is  $44 mil l ion 

-- or  S44.000. So i f  we take 800 people and move thea  t o  the  

West Coast, we've got  $40 million, not $24 mil l ion.  

That doesn't count t he  cos t  of moving the  tu rn i tu se  

o r  anything e lse ,  contents o r  any improvements. So I tbink 

that 's vas t ly  understatlnq. That brings us  to the  second 

point -- the savings of personnel t ha t  they're t a lk ing  about. 

I heard tomer  Secretary Le- said. and I saw Congress%an 

m r t h a  walking around. He was ins-tal in put t ing a b i l l  

13 throuqh tha t  ~ d e  us  reduce headquarters, okay? 

14 I f  we were t o  came in a t  1,350 people in 1990 and 

15 we're down to  900, w e  gained nobody back, okay? So we've 

16 los t  o n e t h i r d  of our workforce. I f  re tale another 

17 reduction, 250, 300 people, we're on a ragged edge of tom; 

18 we a i n ' t  qoinq t o  make it. So I don't k n a  h a  we're going 

19 t o  in tegrate  Fa 5an ~ i e q o  and make that. (low, i f  t h e  Defense 

20 IRpartnent is so  concerned about us  in tegrat ing or something, 

21 re have another option f o r  them. 

22 we have our sister c-d, larqer cornand, is 

Paqe - ud l i v e  here; and every aspect  o t  our local econony 

vmmld be irplcted. Too many good >obs w i l l  be l o s t ,  and our 

1- ru base w i l l  be ser iously  affected.  

But vhat I want to t a lk  t o  you about t h i s  afternoon 

la the o o a n i t y  support t o r  t he  Gap t h a t  you'd give  up i f  

p c l m e  this t rddq  h e .  M I have sa id ,  I've l i ved  in 

W a m r l t y  all my l i f e .  The Gap is p a r t  of our  

Y p ,  wd ue are proud of tbe function it serves  in our 

-oa d e f s u e .  Eelicopters,  Bwi t ae r s ,  tanks and mortars 

10 --r miry .  lar level  fly- t r a in ing  f l i g h t s  by 11-10s. 1:- 

,, lU.ckluwks wd Chinooks generate p lenty  of noise  

c o l p s i t y .  

Yet tbpn of us who l i v e  then in the  Pennsylvania r- 
14 - mt.q uodcrstand and sopport those t r a in ing  

15 -viticd; aed w e  don't d l  the garr ison conaander t o  

16 c l q l a h .  W e  don't even complain about t he  convoys t h a t  pass 

17 t l a u m q b  ollr arll -tics on t h e  r ay  t o  t h e  Gap. 

18 Bm-cstly, the mil i tary 's  presence in our c a a u n i t y  is taken 

19 u a f ac t  of l i f e ,  d is appreciated. 

20 Aad havinq served in the  V.S. Army a t  a nunber of 

21 hwcs. I kmm t ha t  t ha t ' s  not t he  case  in many c m u n i t i e s  

22 w i t h  th rilitaq present.  For t  Indiantown Gap is  a good 

- 
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NAVSEA. I t  sits r i g h t  next t o  us. and re support them 

heavily in sh ip  design and everything e l se .  And i f  they're 

so worried about saving on us, then merge US with YAVSEn and 

Introduce the  national cap i t a l  a r ea  a s  an in tegrated s h i p  

design team. Thank you f o r  your time. 

CHhIIUIOIRII COX: Thank you very much, sir. nr. 
 red labest .  

HR. LBBSRT: lebert. 

cm- COX: maPL YOU. 

HR. UESRT: I'm an employee with t h e  space naval 

warfare systems c o n w d .  I 'm representiag myself, I 'd l i k e  

t o  t a lk  about the mi l i t a ry  value of SPAVIM r e a d d q  in t h e i r  

l rEal  area, the  national c a p i t a l  region, i f  you wi l l .  You 

have heard the presentation e a r l i e r  about SPANAB, w I'm no t  

qoinq t o  address that .  m a t  I 'd l i k e  t o  t a l k  about is 
added -- the  changes t h a t  have taken place recemtly in 

mil i tary  environaent t ha t  is beyond the  no- domsizing 

in tegrat ion e f fo r t .  

What is taking place now is an ipcrsase ip the  

requirenent of the  services  t o  i n t eg ra t e  among themselves. 

They a r e  building an inadequate in tegrat ion e f f o r t ,  i f  you 

w i l l .  a s  f a r  a s  Congress is concerned. Congress has tasked a 
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g l o r r  and a good neighbor. Our -unity supports the  

Crainb9 activities t h a t  occur there. For t  Ind ian twn  Gap is 
p m r t  o t  arc o o a r i t y .  F h a l l y ,  a s  a banker -- 

cRNJmxN COX: Thank you very much, sir, and wevd 

he ham to have a y  w r i t t e a  testimony f o r  t he  record. eillher 

today or l a t e r .  I believe we're mow moving on t o  the  stal:e 

oC VirqMa.  Mr. David Sylvia. 

MR. SMLU): S i r i l l o .  

cRNRIUUA8 COX: S iv i l l o .  Thank you very much. 

MR. SIVILID: Uadame C d s s i o n e r  -- chainman and 

d s s i o r e r s ,  my name is David S i r i l l o .  I'm a aanaqer in 

.pre Mwal warfare systems -. But I 'm  representing 

V l f .  OkYI 

CBAI- COX: W e l l ,  we're happy t o  have you. 

MR. SMLU): I'd l i k e  to bring fo r th  a couple 
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nr.. John White t o  put  toqether a repor t  by nay, this month, 

i f  you w i l l ,  on ro l e s  and missions of the  mil i tary ,  with 

emphasis on how tbey would be consolidated even more than 

they a r e  today. But Congress is -ppy with the  deqree of 

consolidation. 

This increased consolidation is going to fo rce  

s ign i f i can t  more coordination between SPAVIM, which is a 

major contributor t o  t he  mi l i t a ry  pic ture .  So SP-, in 

t h i s  condition of increased coordination, sure ly  cannot be 

leaving the  area where all the  a c t i v i t y  is. N1 our major 

sponsors and our coordination, i f  you w i l l ,  a t  the  j o i n t  

services, with the UAVSm and the  U A W R  -- WSA, we're 

playing a much more s ign i f i can t  r o l e  with USA. 

There a r e  recent  OPtmV ins t ruc t ions  t h a t  have the  

ro l e  increasing bet- SP-, t he  Ilaval Secur i ty  Group 

ac t lv i t i e s ,  the Naval I n f o m t i o n  Warfare a c t i v i t i e s .  a s  well 

a s  the USA. So the  deqree of coordination is going to be 

s ignif icant ly  greater .  That was not adequately expressed 

tod,sy. That's all I have. 

CHNIUIOIRII COX: Thank you very much, sir. we 

appreciate your ccaing. Mr. Robert Higginbotham. Wel-. 

HR. HIGGINBOIlW4: T h n k  you. Ry name is Bob 

16 t&inqs t ha t  was brought up qeneral ly  in the  thinq. When you 
17 ta lkhq about re locat ion costs ,  you know, the  Navy and 

18 t he  D W  p r t  together a cos t  -- $24 mil l ion employer cos t .  

1- ' l i ke  to offer ,  a s  a point of reference, SPMAR moved f lve 
I 

s ago, a block and a half,  they changed buildings. and !w cost  $10 d l l i o n .  

,22 N w ,  looking a t  the c o s t  of what we're doing her(-, 

I 
I 1 I 
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mgginbotbam. I've been a contracted supporter of SP- fo r  

the past  10 years. As a contractor,  I'm of course concerned 

with los ing my job. should SP- re locate  t o  San Diego. But 

a s  a taxpayer, I'm a l s o  concerned with the cos t  estimates 

t h a t  have been presented on how much i t  would cos t  to make 

the  rove. 
I would ask t h a t  the  C d s s i o n e r s  GarofUlly review the 

8 cos t  estimate of the  move t o  San Dieqo, and consider the 

9 poss ib i l i t y  that we could move with IAVS&\ and re ta ined in 

10 the Washington metropolitan area, possibl!f collocated with 

them a t  the  Navy yard o r  a t  White Oak. nlank you. 

CmrcWolRlr COX: Thank you. sir. Wr. James 

Blevins7 No. okay. 
m. BIgVIlS: My name is James milevins, Madame 

C b a i m ,  and I 'd l i k e  t o  thank you f o r  t h l s  opportunity t o  

speak before the c d t t e e .  I ' m  Superintendent of Scbools in  

Nottoway County, Virginia, and I'm here today to express my 
concerns about the inclusion of Port Picket t  on the m e t  

recent round of mi l i t a ry  i n s t a l l a t i o n  closures. I believe 

t h a t  the  closnra of Port P icke t t  would severely damage the 

mutual, benef ic ia l  working re la t ionship has been 

developed between the mi l i t a ry  and the  ren:ldenta of a s m a l l  
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c i t i e s  area, and of g rea t  m i l i t a r y  value to the U n i t e d  Sta te s  

military. Toby  I 'm  spealriPq spec i f i ca l ly  on behalf of 

Kenner Army Coauni ty  Bospital, because during the p ~ ~ t  33 

years. I've worked in public education. I a l s o  serve 
currently a s  the  provost of a two-year branch of the Colleqe 

of W i l l i a m  of My in the area. 

And I have had p e r s o d  c o n t ~ c t  frcm kindergartners 
8 through co l l eqeaqe  s tudents  of d e ~ d e n b  of mi l i t a ry  

9 personnel w b  are sta t ioned at  Fort  Ipe. Bath in our  

10 comunities, in the r e s iden t i a l  areas, a s  well as in the 
mil i tary  ccawnity ,  I have newer beard during my 33 yean, in 

public education, hear anyone ccaplain  about tha services  

rendered by Kenner m y  Bospital.  

And t o  me, Xenner Bospital is an in t eg ra l  part, f o r  

both the  in-patient a s  well as the out-patiemt services. 

when one reduced pa t i en t  care in te rna l ly  and in the hospital,  

you a l so  reduce out-patient face. Of the  215,000 cases and 

v i s i t s  t h a t  went t o  Kenner Hospital this pas t  year, one could 

see  very eas i ly  the  f a c t  t h a t  without the  a m b e r  of doctors 

and physicians and nurses t h a t  w e r e  there. uane.r would be 

insuff ic ient  to W r y  Out the seeds. 

with all of the things  that ga on a t  Kenner, I 
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rural comunity, such a s  Nottoway County. 

TNs rela t ionship has included a t i e  between the 

schools and the  mil i tary .  In  a school s y s t m  tha t  has 

approxinately 750 high school age youngsters, almost 25 

percent of these support the  mi l i t a ry  tbrouqh par t ic ipat ion 

in our Junior Reserve Off icer  Training proglcam a t  Nottoway 
aiqh School. Much of t h a t  success of this Line proqram, 

which iden t i f i e s  and tralns the  potent ia l  d l i t a r y  personnel 

is a result of continued pos i t ive  presence of a mil i tary  

ins t a l l a t ion  in this ru ra l  area. 
I a l so  bel ieve t h a t  a primary reason we have been 

able  t o  a t t r a c t  qua l i ty  mi l i t a ry  personnel a s  ins t ructors  f o r  

this prograa is  the  proximity t o  the  mi l i t a ry  ins t a l l a t ion .  

Many of the  family members have been employed a t  Fort Picket t  

in a part-time s-r job capacity, thereby creat ing a 

posi t ive  re la t ionship betwean the c i v i l i a n  population and the 

mil i tary .  
I t  would seem t o  m e  t h a t  this type of re la t ionship 

between rural c a n u n i t i e s  and the  mil i tary  would be an 
appropriate consideration. There have been at number of 
written a r t i c l e s  and radlo. news commentators i n  Virginia who 

have sa id  the inclusion of a base on the closure list is 

s t r i c t l y  a mil i tary  decision with no reqard t o  the  e c o n d c  

inpact on a comunity. Yhile I am sure  the  primary concern 
is one of f inancial  iPpact on the  mil i tary ,  a?i a c i t i zen  and 

a veteran, I f ind  it d i f f i c u l t  t o  believe tha t  the mil i tary  

would bla tant ly  disregard the  impact on the ccmunlty .  

M a veteran, I can r eca l l  t h a t  during t h i s  tine, 
f o r  individuals across  tNs land were outspoken against  the 

mil i tary .  I t  was of ten the  small rural comunit ies ,  such a s  

Nottonay County, who continued t o  support. 

C m R * D R *  COX: Thank you very much, sir. And W. 

James IlcNair. 

m. IlcNNR: My name is  Jin % H a i r ,  and I am 

representing Crater Academy. I'm representing the c i t i e s  of 
colonial Heights, Petersburq, Hopewell, and the counties of 

Prince George, Dinwiddie and Chesterfield. I s e n e  a s  Myor 

of the c i t y  of Colonial Heights, and chainman of the Crater 

Planning D i s t r i c t  C d s s i o n .  we fee l  l i k e  tha t  KeMer Amy 

Cornunity Hospital is a very inportant and v i t a l  l ink in  the 

e n t i r e  heal th  care  network f o r  the comunity  of Port Lee. 

We c a l l  ourselves the quad-city areas. And when I 

spoke t o  the BRAC Canis s ion  in Norfolk i n  1993, we a l l  

agreed t h a t  Port Lee was an integral  pa r t  of the e n t i r e  tri- 

-rle 
would conclude my r-ke by saying t h a t  i f  one removes 

Kenner in-patient services, tben w e ' r e  doing an in jus t i ce  to 
the mil i tary  ccmunity .  Tl~ank you very wch .  

CLiAIJOmUN# COX: Thank you very much, sir. la, I 

understand we have four  f r a  the state of North Carolina. And 

we do wed to  s w e a r  you in. i f  you w d d  all r a i s e  your d q h t  

hands. 

(Witnesses sworn. ) 

CWIRUCUW COX: mank you very much. NUI Wr. Jobn 
Nichols7 

I(R. NICWIS: Y e s ,  ma'am. 

CHAIRWOI(MI COX:  rea at, thank you. 

MR. NICBOIS: Madame Cbaixnm, &re of the  

Connission, I'm John Nichols and I represent  tba people of 

the 3rd Dis t r i c t  in the North Carolina House of 

Representatives. I apprecia te  this opportuaity. because I'm 

extreaely troubled by what I 've heard sa id  here today. I 

understand money, and obviously I understaad po l i t i c s .  The 
1993 BRAC decisions t o  send the  P-18s to Cherry Point wan 

based on r e a l i s t i c  cos t s  and d l i t a x y  value aasessaemts 
ccinparing Cherry mint t o  Oceana. 

The 1995 redirect ion r eco leoda t ion  is c lea r ly  
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based on po l i t i c s .  I have s a t  bere  all day, l i s t ened  to the 

Cherry m i n t  and Dceana presentations. And it can now be 
c l ea r  t o  m e  t h a t  nei ther  Virginia  p o l i t i c s  nor  the  Navy want. 

or  ever d id  want t o  have a i rplanes  a t  Cherry Point. A l o t  of 
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money seems t o  have been spent t o  see  that t h a t  doesn't 

happen. I t  doesn't seem t o  matter t h a t  our  base and our 

local comunit ies  have worked very hard since the 1993 

reconnendation t o  prepare f o r  the  a r r i v a l  of the  planes. 

Nor does it matter t h a t  d l l i o n s  of dol lars ,  
taxpayers' dol lars ,  have already been spent  a t  Cherry Point. 

Wenbers of the c&ssion, political interests are trying t o  

in-run you and your process. onless  you s t o p  it here, and in 

jus t i ce  t o  the  people of North Carolina, and the  long-tern 

best  i n t e r e s t  of our mi l i t a ry  forces  w i l l  be perpetrated. 
Thank you very much f o r  your a t t en t ion .  

CIUI~WGUAIJ COX:  hank you, sir. (Applause.) ns. 
Beverly Perdue. 

Ws. PERDUE: Thank you. 

CIUIMUUAN COX: Wel-. 

Ws. PBRMIE: &dame Cbair, members of the  
Comission, I am Beverly Perdue, S t a t e  Senator f o r  the  3rd 

Dis t r i c t  of Worth Carolina, and Chair of the  Senate 

I I I 
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j . rrppropriatlons Coaalttee. I apprecia te  the  opportunity t o  

I : speak to ycu today. Local comuni t i e s  must lm? ab le  t o  r e l y  

- -1 ease  Closure and Realignsent Coaalssion decisions. m e r e  
t be cer ta inty  and p red ic t ab i l i t y  in the  pl-ocess. 

td In 1993, your predecessor c d s s i o n ,  a f t e r  

-ire hves t iga t ion ,  ordered t h a t  116 navy F-18 Hornets 

- ropLd be mlocated tropl Cecil Fie ld  t o  Cherry Point. That 
9 c w t i o n  was adopted by our Congress and signed i n t o  

law our President. For t he  l a s t  two years. c i t i zens  and 
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1 Realiqmment Coanission regional hearing. Ye want t o  thank 

2 all of the witnesses who t e s t i f i e d  today. You've brought us  
3 s a e  very valuable infornation, and I can assu re  you i t  rill 
4 be given careful  consideration a s  we go tbrough our decision- 

5 ~ k i n q  process. 
6 Let m e  a l so  thank all the  e l ec t ed  o f f i c i a l s  wbo 

7 have helped us on our base v i s i t s  and in preparation f o r  this 

8 hearing. And f ina l ly ,  l e t  me thank a l l  of you all from the  

9 coanunities represented here today, because you have 

Y of our region in Cherry mint have plssed school I 10 supported the members of our armed services  f o r  so l a a y  

1 bo- d constructed schools. we b u i l t  aedicill  facilities 11 years, making them fee l  valued in your t om.  And you a r e  

Z ami wt i l t t i e s .  12 indeed pa t r io t s .  Thank you. 
i T h e  pr ivate  sector  has invested mil l lons  of do l l a r s  I :: (Applause. ) 

1s. Ln rrr M i n q  and service  indust r ies .  our  1oc:al cornuni t ies  (Whereupon. at 6:35 p.m., the h e a r b q  was 

12 hawe made e v e q  investment possible,  requested by the  DW. 

Ib Bov ,  j u s t  18 months l a t e r .  and on very questionable data, the  

:- m t  of LkfenSe is  attempting t o  d i r e c t l y  overrule t he  

li 1993 decision and send the  Bornets t o  Virqinia.  I f  the  
-sia decisions can be so  casual ly  overturlled, the 

m p r a m s  w i l l  l o se  all of its c red ib i l i t y .  nnd  local 

2 -ties and our c i t i z e n s  in this g rea t  country w i l l  be 1:. 
jz m m t ~ l y  pnal i rect .  mank you. 

15 concluded. ) 

16 + * * s t  
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( B h I R N I X M  COX: Thank you. m'am. (Applause.) 

1 : m. w i l l i r  wainright, welcaw. 

1 1 WI. UNMIRIGRT: Madame Chair and aenbt*rs of the  
-sioa, my name is  WilLiam Wainright. I aa a m r  of 

: tbe mrth Carolina Bouse of Representatives, and r e s ide  in 

C n m  m t y .  North Carolina. I am proud t o  be able  to say 
- tht by amparison with other  a r eas  of t he  country. we enjoy 

I u a r r a c l y  la crime r a t e  Fa the  a rea  around Cherry m i n t .  
a le have t h e  s a f e  s w e e t s  t h a t  ace  the  envy of w r e  

11. stropolitla areas, and w h i c h  give our res idents  rmd t h e i r  
1- oorfort and peace of mind.  This is a bene f i t  t h a t  
serrice personnel deserre  wbere avai lable .  And w e  would 
w - oar -ties and this a b o s p b e r s  with the  F- I >  IBS squadrons* f s r l l i e s .  TMnk you very ruch, Madame Chair 

2 ami rerbert of the  C d s s i o n .  

:C CBAJ- mX: Thank you very nuch. s i c .  
-- - r ~ l a o w c . 1  Ardnies Jean Preston. wel-. 

, -  US. PRgSTCJN: Thank you very much. &dame ctuir. 
,:a of the  commission, I am Jean Preston, State* 
21 -enutive l o r  North Carolina's 4 th  Di s t r i c t ,  and the  
Z wire of a career  m i l i t a r y  -. I'm here  today to ask you t o  

= give us the airplanes  i f  we're going t o  have the noise. our 

, area gladly supports the  l i l i fary t r ~ i n i n g  which occurs in 
369~ 

1 : K a s c t m  m r t h  Carolina a t  the e lec t ron ic  warfare ranges, the  
1 I hrhiDg ranges, and in the  r e s t r i c t e d  air space. 
1 .  W e  wil l ingly  accept the occasional hardships caused 

2 tbn Wise and disrupt ion of c i v i l i a n  air t r a f f i c  a s  a very 

1 * W price  t o  pay t o r  freedca. These new F-18s w i l l  be 
- W in the  air over Eastern llorth Carolina, reqdlrdless 

1 of ubere tbey am based. I t  would be gross ly  un fa i r  t o  the  
i B o d  Carolinians rho have supported the  expanslon of 

2s I U l t a r y  a i r  t r w q  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  have this coanission 
-. - ig.ore the modern, up-to-date f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Cherry m i n t .  and 
-- - lOQCe +be airplanes  a t  Oceana. 
-- - I ask you, l e t  us benef i t  f m  our longstan&Lnq 

I. P t d O t i l l .  and send these planes t o  the  best air s t a t i o n  in  
2 the awuntiY. the &he Corps Air S ta t ion  a t  Cherry Point. 
2- 0-e tbe l e t ropo l i t an  lrna surroundlnq Oceana, our people 

I' rFLl feel  the impact of your decision in a very s i g n i l l c a n t  

3 ray.  Please, l e t  t h a t  Wct be a pos i t i ve  one, both f o r  our I - 
1 *c and fo r  the  sake of our nat ional  defense. Thank you 

u c b .  (Applause.) 
CIiNmuD!aN cvx: Thank you very much. This ,does 

mnclode the  10th hear* of t he  defense h s e  Clostlre and 
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1 in Washin ton, D.C., ten counting today. 
2 We fave taken some 55 hours of testimony at eleven 
3 regional hearings conducted all around the country, including 
4 Alaska and Guam, and at those hearing we heard presentations 
5 from communities from 32 states, plus Guam and Puerto Rico. 
6 Among the eight commissioners we have made 107 visits to 55 
7 bases on the Secretary's list and co~ppission staff has made 
8 another 68 base vlslts to gather addltlonal mformatlon. 
9 It IS an extremely large amount of work to do m a 

10 very, very short period of tlme, but that is the way the 
1 1  statute set up this process. And as one who partici ated 
12  actively in writing that law, I believe it has workdvery 
13 well in the two previous rounds and that it will work well 
14 this time. 
15 Incidentally, let me say that one of tpe most 
16 important aspects of the base closure law 1s ~ t s  requirement 
17 that everythln this Commiss~on does be done in an open and 
18 public yay, k d  so I will remind you that all documentation 
19 we receive IS available at our llbra for examination by 
20 anyone in this country. That inclures correspondence, all 
21 the data from the Pentagon, transcripts of all of our 
22 hearings, staff reports on all our base visits, and logs of 
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1 every meeting we have had in our offices with interested 
2 partles since this round began almost two years, ago, We are 
3 absolutely committed to openness and faimess m this 
4 difficult process and we urge all commuxutles on the list to 
5 take advantage of the resources our library rovides. 
6 As most of ou may h o w ,  the base cyosure law gives 
7 this Commission %irly broad authori!y to change the 
8 Secretary's closure and realignment 1st. We can remove 
9 bases from the list, and 1 am sure some wlll be removed wher 

10 we conduct our final dellberatlons In late June. We can also 
1 1  add bases to the list for consideration, and that is what we 
12 are here for today. 
13 Let me stress that simply because a base is added 
14 to this list today does not mean it will close or be 
15 realigned. It means that the Commission believes that a 
16 fuller evaluation of the .military value and other 
17 charactenst~cs of a part~cular base IS a reasonable thing to 
18 undertake at this time. 
19 We h o w  the lmpact of our actions today on 
20 communities and individuals and businesses. We do not make 
21 addit~ons to the list light1 but it is the responsibility 
22 of thls Commission to s u 6 h  to the President of the United 

I I I 
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1 P R O C E E D I N G S  
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good morning, ladies and 
3 entlemen. Welcome to today's hearing of the Defense Base 
4 Elosure and Realignment C o m s s i m .  I am Alan Dlxon, 
5 chairman of the Commission charged with the responsibility of 
6 reviewing the recommendations of tlhe Secretary of Defense 
7 regarding the closure and realignment of domestic military 
8 installations. 
9 With me today are m colleaglues on the Commission: 

10 Commissioners A1 Cornella, Lbecca Cox, General J.B. Davis, 
1 1  S. Lee.Kling, Admiral Ben Montoya, General Joe Robles, and 
12 Wendl Steele. 
13 At today's hearing we will discuss and we will vote 
14 on whether to add any other bases to the list of 
15 installations sug ested for closure 01. realignment by the 
16 Secretary of ~ e k n s e  in the list he gitve to this Commission 
17 on February the 28th of this year. 
18 Today's heaen is the culmination of a ten-week 
19 period ln whch thls Eommisslon and its staff have worked 
20 ~ntensel to analyze the Secretary's list to see if additions 
21 should l e  made. In the 72 days since we received the list, 
22 we have conducted nine investigative hearings in this city, 
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1 States by July 1st the best possible closure and realignment 
2 list. In our view, the best possible list is one which 
3 reduces our defense infrastructure in a deliberate way that 
4 will improve our long-term milltary readloess and insure that 
5 we are spending the taxpayers' money in the most efficient 
6 way. 
7 Now let me explain how we will proceed today. Our 
8 witnesses will be the members of the Commission staff who 
9 have been analyzing the Secretary's list since March the 1st 

10 of this year, startin with a universe that included every 
1 1  installation not on t e Secretary's list. 
12 

a 
They have received lnput from numerous sources, 

13 including commissioners, communities, the Defense Department 
14 and many others. As a result of.their work, they yill brief 
1s us today regarding a number of ~nstallatlons. It will be the 
I6 Comnuss~oners' job to listen, to ask questions, and to decide 
17 whether to add a base to the Ilst. 
18 As 1s the case wlth all witnesses before this 
19 Commission, our staff people will be under oath toda After 
20 the presentation on each installation, I will ask itby 
21 cornmissloner wishes to make a motion to add that base to the 
22 list. If a c o m s s l o n e r  does so wish, there needs to be a 
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I tcday's decisions, Again, we ledge that at least one 

Comssioner  will visit every%ase added to the list today 
3 and regional hearings will be held so that citi2:ens from 
-I every affected communit may testif before the Commission. 
5 On June 12 and 1; here in hashington we will 
6 conduct two days of hearin s, at which members of the 

fr  51 , 7 Con ress will testi regar mg thls list.. We wll1,also give 
a the & artment of efense an opportunity to testlfy regardin! 
9 our adli(ionr on a date to be determined. We will begln our 

~ a l  dellberations on June 22nd. 
With that, I belleve we are ready to.begin. I 

uld first llke to ask all of the C o m s s l o n  staff members so ma be testifying today to stand, raise your right hands 
114 so thatfcan swear you in, and !hen 1 will reco nize the 

I S  Comrmssion staff director, David S. Lyles, to %egin the staff 
I 6 presentat~ons. 

itnesses sworn 
l 7  18 ENHNRMm DIdON: Director Lyles, you may begin 
19 MR. LYLES: Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. The 
20 Comrmssion review and anar sis staff has prepared a series o 
2 1  bnefmgs that will provide information on a number of bases 
22 vhlch commissioners may want to consider as additions to the 
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I please. 
2 A euiding policy through the 1995 BRAC process was 
3 that DOD depot structure must be sized to core. The depot 
4 infrastructure should be sized appro riately to be able to do 
s the core work in-house. Other worR can be performed by the 
6 prlvate sector. 
7 All the capacity and ,core numkrs on this chat? 
8 were provlded by the servlces to the jolnt cross servlce 
9 group. We are also dis laying the calculation that I 

1 0  preyously men,tloned, &at there 1s only 48 percent of the 
I I avallable capaclty currently being used. 
12 On the next chart that is belng displayed, the DOD 
13 BRAC recommendations in the depot area is in the first column 
14 -- excuse me, the second column. We have the services each 
1s listed in the first column. In the third column is the cross 
16 service sroup recommendation one, which minimizes sites and 
17 maximzes military value. Cross service.group two 
18 alternative was set up to rovide the minlmum excess depot 
19 capaclt Thank you. d x t  chart, please. 
20 M e  next chart is intended to give you a feel for 
21 the impact on capacit utilization wlth the DOD base closure 
22 recommendations andthe ;oint cross service options. AS you 
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I s a n d  to that motion. 

you hear today will be straifhtfo.ryar!. 
Commission the greatest possible t e?lbll~ty in 

bases over the next SIX weeks, there wlll be only 
s of motions today, The first t pe adclresses bases 

the Secretary': llst for someelnd of action. 
will be, "ton increase the extent of the 
or to close. The second type addresses 
not on the Secretar 's ocglnal list. That 
be, 'to close or ?atgn. 

I I To pass a motlon requires a majority of !:he 
1 2  commissioners voting. For example, if a 1 el ht 'f 1 3  cpmmissioners vote, ~t .takes five votes to ad a base to the 
1-1 Ilst. In the event of a tie, the motion falls. If one or 
I S  more commissioners should recuse him or herself iiom voting 
16  on a particular base, it then takes a majority of those 
17 votine to acld a base to the Ilst. 
18 ?'o glve ourselves maxlmum time, we have scheduled 
I9 no lunch break. Commissioners will be available to the media 
30 o d y  when the heaxjng is over: W e n  our work is completed 
11 today the Co-ssron staff wlll qulckly begln to devlse a 
27. schedule of base visits and regional hearings that tlow from 
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I and Mr. Glenn Knoepfle, w h ~  is a senior analyst. Wlth that, 
2 I would llke to start wlth,the tlnt chart, please. 
3 This first chart deplcts the entlre unlverse of 
4 depots or maintenance activities that were considered by the 
5 cross service group. This does include Navy depots, as well 
6 as, Navy shipyar*. They were in that classification. This 
7 wlll glve you an ldea that the depots stretch from coast to 
8 coast and there are 23 of them. 
9 My second chart displays for every depot the 

10 maximum potential capacity and core hours that were repoped 
I I to the joint cross service group by the services. Maxlmum 
12 potentlal capaclty IS defined as the optlmum depot 
13 confi uration and employment levels with no significant 
14 capid expenditures and no military construction 
15 expenditures. It is also important to note that these 
16 ca acities are based on one 40-hour shift er week. Core is 
17 detned as the workload that the services Rave determined 
18 must stay in-house to insure mobility. Next, please. 
19 On that previous chart 1 shou1.d have mentioned one 
20 thin : that the depot utlllqtion which has been deterrmned 
2 1  by tge cross servlce rou 1s 48 rcent of the avallable 
22 capacity across DO$ &u can E v e  that chart up a moment, 
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I list sent to the Commission by the Secretary of Defense. 

We have organized the matenal III four segments 
3 taday. a cross service segment, an Air Force segment, a Navy 

, 4 segment, and an Army segment. Each of the briefings will be 
5 presented b the appropriate team chief from the commission's 
6 review andmalys!s staff. Ben Borden, our director of 
7 r r v l e ~  and anal sls on m n ht hen ,  and the entire review 
8 and analysis stak are avalrabk to answer any questions that 
9 commissioners may have. 

Mr. Chairman, the first briefing will b z  presented 
I 1 by Jjm Owsley, the team chef  of the comrmc;s~on's cross 
12 szrvlce team. T h ~ s  cross servlce team was created to review 

' 13 the recommendations of the Defense Department's list that 
I4 mew out of the work of the DOD joint cross servlce groups. 
15 h will be presenting issues in the areas of depot 
16 maintenance and test and evaluation activities. 
17 Jim. 
I 8  . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Owsley, we are delighted to 

1 ?ve you thls mornln 
MR. OWSLE?' Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. I would 

to introduce two mem%ers of my staff. To my 
late left is Ms. Ann Reese, who is deputy team chief, 
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I remember on the earlier chart, to@ capacity utilization m 
2 DOD is 48 percent. Implementation of the DOD 1995 base 
3 closure recommendation will result in somewhat of an 
4 improvement of capacity utilization. Utilization would 
5 increase to 52 percent. 
6 In the 'omt cross service group first option, 
7 which would maximize military value, you wlll see that the 
8 percent rises to 69 percent. Implementation of the joint 
9 cross service grou option two would rovide more substantial 

1 0  improvement miwould improve tge utilization rate to 69 
I 1 percent -- excuse me, 73 percent. The joint cross service 
12 option two would have the most dramatic improvement, as you 
13 see, and I oint out that is p r ~ l s e l y  what the option was 
I4 meant to &, which was to mrorrmle excess ca aclty. 
I S  This portiopof the presentatlon i~ intented to 
16 provide an overvlew across DOD. I wlll now move to more 
17 specific service ~iscussions. 
18 Thls sllde IS the first of many which you will see 
19 today. It lists the installations in a iven category. m e  
20 values in the left co!umn denote rmGtary value either lo 
21 thelr tlers or numerical values. The h r  Force used a 
22 tiering system. Those bases in tier one are considered the 
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1 bas& most necessary to retain, and those in tier three are. 
2 considered by the Air Force as the least necessary to retain. 
3 The installations are annotated with an X for those bases 
4 which are alternatives recommended by the cross services 
s group. 
6 As you can see, the.Air Force selected to downsize 
7 as their referred alternative and the: bases are denoted with 
8 a D for &at optiop. Finally, I will be discussing those 
9 bases mdicated with an astensk and are shaded. 

10 The Air Force determined that excess capacity 
I I required the closure of one to two depots; however the Air 
12 Force elected to downslze rather than close depots decause of 
13 large u front costs and a small return on investment. 
14 7% DOD BRAC recommend:ition to downsize all Air 
15 Force depots has two.components. First, tyo  qillion square 
16 feet of d e ~ o t  mace will be mothballed. This will elimnate -~ .~ - -  

17 the amoutit of'square footage used by the depot, but it will 
18 not elimnate de ot infrastructure. 
19 TWO, .slig%iy less than 2,000 ersonnel.positions f 20 would be ehmmated. The personne: number IS based on an 
21 assumptton that re-engmeenng of the depot process wlll 
22 result m a 15 percent productivity improvement. The 15 
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I installations ran es from a hi  h of $1.4 billion at.Hill A r  
2 Force Base to a !ow of $.5 bifilon at Mckllan &r Force 
3 Base. All five of the one-time costs may be overstated, and 
4 I explain that on the next chart. 
5 Another important factor to be considered is the 
6 a ~ u a l  recurring savin s after reachin a steady state. The 
7 annual savings range $om n low of $!8 million a year at 
8 McLellan Air Force .B~e to -- excuse me that is to Tinker -- 
9 and a hi h of $95 rmll~on a year at ~ c ~ e i l a n .  Simlarly, I 

l o  believe &at these savings may be understated. 
1 1  As I indicated on a previous chart, Air Force 
12 calculations merit further study. The Secretary of the Air 
13 Force indicated in her testimony to the C o m s s i o n  that the 
14 decision to downsize was due to the fact that closure was 
i s  deemed unaffordable. We have previously not* the h r  
16 Force's relativelv h ~ h  cost to close and low savings 

. 

J 

- 
17 compared to thebthgr seryices. 
18 We have done a s ~ m l a r  investigation and note the 
19 differences are driven by .differences q assum tions that go 
20 into the COBRA ~alculat~ons. I have listed ajew of the 
21 assumptions on t h ~ s  chart. Closure costs are impacted b the 
22 Air Force assumption that all depot equipment is either mov d 
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I percent engineering factor has not yet been validated by re- 
2 engm~r ing  studies and is not. based on h~stoncal 
3 expenence. This is the first time downsizmg has ever been 
4 pursued through the BRAC process. Downsizing will not reduce 
s overhead costs. As a result, cost per hour increases. 
6 I would like to oint out that the Air Force 1s 
7 still improving on the pen. Since the BRAC recommendation 
8 was submitted, the Air Force has made two revisions based on 
9 site surveys that have occurred subsequent to the submission. 

10 The downsized recommendation requires $180 million in one- 
I I time cost and will result in the stearly state annual savings 
12 of $89 million and a net present value savings of $991 
13 million. 
14 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Owsley, may I ask you 
15 just a quick question? With the chm es in the Air Force's 
16 recommendations, does that affect ei&r the 52 percent 
17 number for capacity with the DOD recommendation or the 
I8 mothballing amount? I mean, does it substantially affect it? 
19 MR. OWSLEY: The 52 percent number is the effect 01 
20 the entire DOD recommendation across all the depots and would 
21 include the Air Force's downsizin 
22 COMMISSIONER STEEL$. Okay, thank you. 
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I or repurchased, unlike the other services which permit t%e 
2 receiving organization to indicate the additional equipment 
3 needed so the uipment is not duplicated. 
4 ~urther,%e other services recognize a cost 
5 avoidance of military construction pro'ected at a closing 
6 base, and they rely on a COBRA standard factor to calculate 
7 this cost. The Air Force uses the standard factor plus $30 
8 million per base. On the five ALCs we are talking about, 
9 this woulc! be $150 million. 

10 Simlarly, COBRA-derived savings are relative1 
I I less in the Air Force than in other servlees. The Air 8orce 
12 assumes a SIX-year implementation, whlle the other services 
13 assume a two- to four-year implementation. The &r Force 
14 assumes that all of the positions eliminated %cur m the 
15 last year of implementation. The other services phase the 
16  ellmnation over the ~mplementation.penod. 
17 The last difference I will mention is that the Air 
I8 Force assumes very few sitions are eliminated. The Air 
I9 Force, analysis indicates Et on1 . 7 percent of the positions 
20 are ellmnated. The rest a n  reaggned. The results of the 
21 Anny closure COBRAs is the elimination of 43 to 63 percent of 
22 the positions, and the Navy eliminates 44 percent of the 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please proceed, Mr. 0wsLy. 
2 MR. OWSLEY: This chart is busy but contains some 
3 ve important information. This 11s the first of many such 
4 s l i z s  you will see today. The slides are enerally arranged 
5 so that the install~tions are listed a~ross  t ie  top 
6 reflectin the vanous recommenda!:ions and options as 
7 describeg on the top of the chart. We have listed s ecific 
8 criteria areas along the left side arranged in enera /' order 
9 of the eight selection criteria, startlmg with dese elements 

1 0  that reflect military value. 
1 1  When formulating th? DOD BRAC recomme~dations, the 
12 Air Force planned what IS known as level playing field 
13 COBRAs, in art was done to auge the differences of cost and 
14 savings to &se depot lnstalfations. ?is chart dis lays 
15 the results of these COBRAs, a1on.y with some adcftional 
16 information. 
17 You will note that I ordered the columns by their 
18 tier, which is determined by the senior Air Force officials 
19 and serves as a prox for the military value. 
20 An ~ r n  ortant {actor to be considered when 
21 formulating tase closure recomme,ndation is the cost to close. 
22 You can see in row four the cost to close Alr Force depot 
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1 positions. 
2 As we have discussed, cost to close and annual 
3 savings are very sensitlve to assumptions. This chart is a 
4 sensitivity analysis to demonstrate the significance of COBRA 
5 assum tions. The top row of the chart displays the results 
6 of a &BRA run by the Air Force for the closure of a de ol 
7 installation. Seven percent of the positio~s are eliminatd; 
8 in the last year of implementation, ear six. Thls COBRA 
9 model indicates one-time cost of $&z million, recurring 

1 0  annual savin s after reaching stead state of $76 million 
1 I annual1 , an$ a total net present value of 283 mjlli.on. 
12  d e  next row assumes a larger position elinmation. 
13 A 15 percent ersonnel productivity i~nprovement was assumed 
14 by the Air A c e  in the DOD downsize in-place BRAC 
i r  recommendation. We have applied a 15 percent personnel 
16 savings here and see that one-tlme costs are not greatly 
17 impacted, but recurring savin s rise to I54 million and net 
I 8 present value increares to $1 .  f billion. 
19 In these, posit~on ellminat~ons are evenly phased 
20 and net present value over the four-year period would be $1 
21  billion. When the position elimination assumption is made 
22 more similar to the results of the other service depot COBRAs 



Page 20 
I instance, McLellq almost gets to 18 percent savings ofthe 
2 one-t~me cost and it oes down to 6 percent maybe at H111. 
3 @d if you even loofat the sensitivity example there, it's 
4 llke 14 percent at the 7 percent level. 
5 Is there any particular reason why this varies so 

- 
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6 much there? 
7 MR. LYLES: .Commissioner, I think -- Jim, .ump in 
8 here and co-t me if I.'m wrong. I think you're a&ng why 
9 the difference m the ratro of closing: costs to annual - 

I -vings? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, varies so much between w. MR. LYLE?: I think that reflects a difference in 

14 what t pe of activrties are at each of these depots. In some 
15 cases tie closure for depot would require movement of more 
16 capital-intensive activitres than, say, another one. And I 
17 thmk that it's the drfferent costs to clos~n and.the 
la  movement of the actrvrtres at that depot tfat drive the 
19 C ~ O S ~  COSk. 
m  OMM MISSIONER KLING: There just is such a big 
21 variance here. Thank ou. 
22 CHAIRMAN D&ON: Commissioner Robles. 

- - 
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I and the elimination is phased, the recurring savings rise to 
" '4  million and the net present value of thls one closure 

e is near1 $2.8 brllron. 
These ctanges in assumpt/ons are not,unreasonable. my ,are in line with other servrce assumptrons and actual 

6 experiences. They have only been run as a sensitivity 
7 analysis, but indicate that further analysrs 1s appropnate. 
8 
9 This concludes my presentation of the Air Force 

10 portion of the depot maptenance area. Are there any 
I I questions b the C o m s s i o n  staff? 
12 C H A K R M ~  DIXON: 1 thank ou very much for that 
I3 excellent presentatloo, Mr. Owsley. &e there any questrons 
14 from any member of the Commission before the first motion is 
15 taken? 
16 Commissioner Kling, and then Commiss~oner Robles. 
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr.  Owsley, when you look at 
18  the chart before this, it shows when you look at the one-time 
19 costs across from H111, Tinker, .Robins, and so forth, and 
20 then you look at the annual savlngs that are shown there as 
21 well, is there any particular reason why the ercentage of 
22 savings to the one-time costs vary so much %tween, for 
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1 not have any input on the asbestos problem. 

2 So those ratin s are by the services themselves and 
1 3 we have asked the k r  Force to resubmit us something on Sar 
1 4 Antonio based on information we received when we were at the 
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I question i s  because you may have a base that has a depot and 
2 has other tunct!ons on rt too so you can't, you !mow, assume 
3 that you are going to save all those base o eratrons costs. 
4 So I just want to make sure we are clear a k u t  that analysis. 
5 MRS. REESE: This reflects total, sir. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: You have to certify which 
7 part of that base ops cost oes to the depot function, whch 
8 art goes to myriad. ~ n t t h e r e  are some of those bases that 
9 Rave a myriad of other things going at the base. 

10 The second part question, last line, enviroqnental. 
1 I I notice that there are four rnstallatrons on the national 
12 priority list and there is one that's not, yet the one that's 
13 not is the one that got a red plus score. 
14 Could ou klnd of tell me the lo ic behind that? 
15 MR. OGSLEY: Yes. This last5me is a subrmttal in 
16 the COBRAS which is done by each of the services, whether it 
17 is the Air Force, Navy, or Army. An? in the case of the red 
18 that IS on there at the trme of the submttal of the COBRAs 
19 the information to us, San Antonio had a problem with water 
20 and asbestos. It IS our understanding and we pave been glven 
21 a letter, although not officially through the h r  Force yet, 
22 that the water problem has gone away at San Antonio. We do 

5 base. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay, because it.just doesn't 

7 make lo rc and I happen to know that that water issue was 
8 more pofitics and newspa er articles than fact, and I think 
9 since then that has been creared. '@e asbestos issue would 

10 be ~nterestrng to see would that m itself cause that to be a 
1 I red. But, you know, ou always sort of have to be suspect 

I 12 when you have four NPl installations that are yellow and you 
13 have one that's not, yet it's a red installation. That seems 
14 to me to defy logic again. 
15 MR. LYLES: A ain, Commissioner, 1 understand your 
16 point. Just to make cfear, this is the data that was 
17 submitted to us by the Air Force as of March 1st so if any of 
I8 these figures have changed -- 
19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And that's what I'm asking: 
20 Have you had any update on the data? And you're saying no1 
21 yet. 
22 MR. LYLES: Not yet. Not officially. 
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1 I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Owsley, would you put up 
1 2 chart seven? Leave it right there. I have a tvvo- art 
1 3 quation. First of all, under the line that:s ca l l 2  b q  

4 operatrng costs, are those the base operatrng costs for just 
5 the depot art of the operation or for the entiire base 

7 
! 1 6 operatrons. 

MRS. REESE: The base operating costs reflected ' 8 here include - 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ms. Reese, you have to talk 

10 direct1 into the micro hone so the room can hear you. 
11 &RS. REESE: Fes, Mr. Commis.sjona 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And identity yoirself so the . . 
13 reporter can write down your name. 
14 MRS. REESE. Mrs. Reese. 
I S  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 
16 MRS.. REESE: The base operating costs here reflect 
17 the installation costs. The ~artrcular line that is -- the 
18 base o eratin COBRA co&s reflect the entire base costs off 11. 4 C O ~ R A .  % addition to that, we have reflected the ALC 

I ;s personnel costs, and so that is reflected in the total 

(IY' COMMISSIONER ROBLES: The reason I ask that 
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I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: But not to worry, here 11 
2 comes. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions from 
4 commissioners before the first motion is entertained by the 
5 chair? 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
7 ask one clarif in uestion. 
8  CHAIR^^? DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Owsley, on one-time cost 

10 and annual savln s, I heard our staff director say that t h s  
I I is the March 1st % ures. So we will receive updates on 
12 those numbers as tge rowss continues; is that c o ~ ~ t ?  
13 MR. OWSLE? We have received two revisions from 
14  the Air Force since the original submittal. We are exgefting 
15 additional information over -- and I assume that will e new 
16 COBRAs, but we have not received them as et. 
17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So there coullbe considerable 
I 8 variance or minimal variance between the numbers? 
19 MR. OWSLEY: I would not speculate on that until we 
20 get the COBRAs from the Air Force. 
21 MRS. REESE: Cornpissioner Davis, the numbers 
22 retlected here are level playrng field COBRAs. The revisions 

i I I 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: The clerk, or the counsel for the 
2 Commissioner, will call the roll. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Cornmissloner Davis? 
8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
1 I MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
12 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Stele? 
16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
17 MS. CREEDON: Chairman Dixon? 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
19 MS. CREEDON: The motion is camed and the vote is 
20 eight ayes and zero na s 
21 CHAIRMAN DIJON: An< the motion is carried, eight 
22 ayes, zero nays, and the five Air Force depots and other 

' 

. " 
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I that we have gotten from the Air Force have been on their 
2 base closure recommendation to downsize the de ots. 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, 8 r s .  Reese. I 
4 appreciate that. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions from 
6 Commissioners? 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm solry, if I could just as on 
8 that -- 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 

10 COMMISSIONER COX: On the level playing field, you 
1 I mean that they don't s ~ i f i c a l l y  assign certain workloads to 
12 another as far as the c osure to anotber base, to a specific 
13 another base? 
14 MR. OWSLEY: Commission'er, that is correct. And 
IS the Air Force does that so that they {:an judge each base 
16 equally by sending it to a Base X. And this is done by other 
17 services as well to keep things even rather than to select 
18 different places, because then you could not provide an 
19 analysis. 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. But one of  the reasons 
21 you would expect those COBRAS to1 change as we look 
22 specifically on if you close this base these functions would 
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1 go where, because then you have specific dollar amounts that 
2 can be added u . 
3 MR. O&LEY: Yes. I would expect as we ask for 
4 additional C O B v s  as a result pf ttds hea+~g, if that be the 
5 case, that the h r  Force then will la~ok at this as where they 
6 .  would propose to do the work most efficiently. 
i CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions from 
8 commissioners before the Chair entertains a motion? 
9 No r nse.) 

10 L H A I X A N  DIXON: !s there a motion on the report 
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I related a encies are placed on the list. 
2 ~ $ 1  you proceed. Mr. Owsley. with Army depots, 
3 please? 
4 MR. OWSLEY: The Army currently operates five 
5 depots. Tobyhama is an electronics oriented depot. 
6 Anniston, Red Rivlr, and Letterkenny are combat vehicle 
7 depots. Also bear in mnd that Letterkenn also has been 
8 assigned responsibilit for re air of the D 8 D's tactical 
9 missile inventones. &rpur Ehristi depot serves as the 

10 Army's only aviation depot having rqxmsibility for the 
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I logical procedure because the primlag reason for the 
2 existence of !he co-located distribu~tion depot is to support 
3 the air logistics center. 
4 The motion; I move that Hill Air Force Base, Utah, 
5 currently on the list of bases reconmended by the Secretary 
6 o f  Defense for realignment, be considered by the Com~nissioner 
7 for closure or to increase the extent of rea1)gnment; and 
8 Kell h r  Force Base, Texas, McI~l lan  Air Force Base, 
9 Calirrnia, Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, Tinker Air Force 

'10 Base, Oklahoma, the Defense Distribl~tion Depots 0 den, Utah, 
11 San Antonio, Texas, Sacramento, California, garner-~obins, 
12 Georgia, and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, b~ added to the list of 
13 bases to be considered by the Commissioner for closure or 
14 realignment as a pro osed change to the list of 
1s recommendations sugmitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by 
17 the distin uished commissioner? 
18 CO~MISSIONER COX: I'll second. 
19 CHAIRMAN DD(ON: The nlotion is nlade hy Commiss~onsr 
20 Cornella and seconded by Commissioner Cox. Is there any 
21 comment before the Cha~r asks for a roll call? 
22 (No response.) 

1 I repalr and overhaul of rotary wing a~rcraft. 
12 Please note that the 'omt cross service group 
13 identified Red River +d i$tterkemy as closure candidates to 
14 eliminate excess capacity. 
15 The Army basing strategy: The Army basing strategy 
16 was designed to retain three depots. The Army wanted to keep 
17 an electronics depot, a combat vehicle depot, and an aviation 
18 depot. The Army rated Tobyhanna, Anniston, Red River, and 
19 Letterkenny. Ultimately, the Army decided it would keep only 
20 one of three combat vehicle depots. 
21 Due to !ts hlgher e l i t a ry  ranking and capability 
22 to handle all items within the combat vehicle inventory, 

by Mr. Owsley referencing Air Force depots from any 
ommissioner? 

Pa e 30 
1 Anniston was retained and Red River and Letterkenn dgepots 
2 have been reconsidered for closure or realignment. h e  
3 Letterkemy recommendation to close or realign results in the 
4 transfer of tactical missile electronics repair work to 
5 Tohyhanna. 
6 The 1993 Commissioner reversed DOD's recommended 
7 realignment and instead established a consolidated DOD depot 
8 activity for repair of most pctical mss!les. The 1995 DOD 
9 recommendat~on preserves inter-servicing but instead send. 
10 the guidance and controls sections to Tobyhanna. Under DOD's 
I 1 1995 ro osal, tactical missile systems would continue to be 
12 storetat Qtterkenny. Tobyhama is the depot that has 
13  traditionally repaired and overhauled the electronic items. 
14 Also under DOD's 1995 reco~nmendation, all remaining combat 
15 vehicle work will be transferred to the Anniston de t. 
16 The map that is bei"g displa ed shows the 19% 
17 transition of tactical mssila work i rom eleven sites into 
18 one central location,,as mandated by the 1993 commissioner. 
19 The shaded systems ~ndicate the workload that has already 
20 transitioned into Letterkemy. So far, Letterkenny has spent 
21 about 26 million of the $42 million consolidation bud et. In 
22 terms of workload transters, about one-half of the wor f 

. 

13 COMMISSIONER CORNEL.LA: Mr. Chairman. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella. 
IS COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would like to make a 
16 motion. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You are recognized for a motion, 
18 Comrmssioner Cornella. 
19 M O T I O N  
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I" .the plotipn I an, shout to 
21 offer I will include under each the distnbution depot co- 
22 located with an air loglstlcs center. This appears to be a 
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and, at the 1 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. Okay, thank you. 

2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox. 
3 Commissioner Kling. 

.- 
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; packa es have already transferred. - by next chart will address the 1995 recommend?tion. 

s chart shows .that for !he 1995 P O D  rec?rrunendahon the 
service repair of tact~cal mssile and uldance and 5 01 section will be accomplished at To yhima depot, 

7 located about 170 miles from Letterkenny. Letterk'enny combat 
- vehicle workload will be transferred to. Anniston A~my depot. 
1 Di-cassembly and storage will remaln at Letterkenny. 

The next chart rovides some reliminary 
1 1; comparative costs ant$ savings data &r three alternatives, 
, including DOD's recommendation. The DOD recommendation is 
1 summanzed on column one. You will note t h e  $SO million one- 
2 time cost for realignment of ktterkenn . Annual steady 1 J. state savings are estimated to be $78 rm lion, which provides 
-< an immediate return on investment. 
r) Please note that DOD's recommendation sends 
- guidance and control work to Tob hama and combat vehicle Y J work to Amuston. Tactlcal mssi e and conventional 
13 ammunition storage are enclaved at Letterkenn . The enclave 
;3 area of htterkemy would store and period;cally test the 
::: full-up rounds for seryiceability. This option was reviewed 
;I by the joint cross servlce group of DOD and found to be an 
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MR. OWSLEY: Well, Commissioner, the r*son I sai8 

we need more time to anal ze these -- I would llke to take 
the one-time costs first, i f f  may. The one-time costs in 
the center column IS lar el dnven by an assum tlon that 
!here is appr-o*mately $158 million worth of aBditional 

Page 34 
I what you are sayin there is we are not sure and that may be 
2 what 1s dtivin thesigh one-time cost? 
3 MR. O ~ S L E Y :  There IS some question whether there 
4 is enough capacity to $0 the total stora e and, therefore, 
5 there may have to be ~gloos constructd to hold the mssiles 
6 or there might have to be another areas found somewhere near 
7 Hill. And that is why we say we have not had time to analyze 
8 that. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. And so we would have to 

10 really look at, it and put it on a list to see if we could 
1 I find a consol~dation actually at Hill? 
12 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. 
13 COMMISSIONER COX: You mentioned that the DOD 
14 recorn~nendation created an enclave, obviously, because of the 
IS  storage and dis.assembly as well as the arnmumt~on. How 
16 much -- how bi is that enclave? 
17 MR.  OWSfEY: I would like Glenn Knoepfle to answer 
I8 that, please. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Knoepfle. 
20 MR. KNOEPFLE: Letterkemy is about 19,000 acres, 
21 of which 12,000 of those acres are for ammunition and missile 
22 storage. 
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: differences involving one-time costs and steady state 
: sabings. Due to the newness of some of these numbers and to 

: 3 the questions about the availability of missile stora e 
dg r sites, we recommend further analysis n d s  to be one to 

E prov~de the commissioners with sufficient d.ata. 
5 Thank ou. 

CHAI$AN DIXON: Have you concluded your report on 
$ Army depots, Mr. Owsley? 
J MR. OWSLEY: Yes, we have, and we are available for 

:$I further uestions. 
. . . . C8AIRMAN PIXON: Are there any Cqmmissioners who 
:3 desire to ask questions of Mr. Owsley or h ~ s  staff before a 
:3 motion is entertained by the chair? 
: 1 
. . Commissioner Cox. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Owslq , it; it ossible to do !i the stora e and d~sassembly of the m s s i ~ s  at fobyhanna? 
: MI. OWSLEY: NO, it is not 
': 3 
. I  

COMMISSIONER COX: ~t iny coat? 
MR. OWSLEY: Not without -- they are not a storage 

~ility.  It would be like starting from round zero. 
COMMISSIONER COX: I see. Andtho Hill community qm testified that they could do the storage, but I think 

1 

igloos required. 
We have had some input from the receiving location 

that says that they have an alternative for us to l~sten to; 
but that came just recently, and we have not had time to get 
back to that base and see if that alternative would be 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I I 
12 
13 
14 
IS  
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

acceptable. 
In the third column the one-time cost again is an 

initial COBRA run which assumes a large amount of 
construction costs whlch we are not sure would be required to 
move that operation. We have not had time, since that was a 
recent request, to get that information to assure ourselves 
that those costs would be required. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I follow-u on that, 
Mr. Owsley, if view of ! h ~  uestion of Mr. d i n g  and our 1 r answer? If 150 ml l~on  1s 12 00s. obv~ouslv, YOU can a so 
use warehousin -, which we'vgobseked other places. Did you 
look for any ok that? 

1 I J 
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4 the acrei e. 
5 TO% hama is about 1.200 acres. Letterkenny is 
6 about 19,& acres, as we sald, and the square footage at 
7 Tob hanna is less than it is at Letterkenny. So those are 
8 the Lctors that drove it. Now -- thiit7s, basically. the 
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9 answer that I have. 
10 COMMISSIONER KLING: 'That's the total reason for 
1 1  this -- not total, but this is the majority of the reason? 
12 That's the maln focus? 
13 MR. KNOEPFLE: That's the main reason, yes. 
14 COMMISSIONER KLING: 'Thank you. 
IS  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comnissioner Steele. 
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1 MR. OWSLEY: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. There are 
2 very strict rules guldmnf the storage of ammunition or 
3 missiles, and you coul not use conventional warehousing for 
4 that because of the danger of explosiveness. 
5 CHAlRMAN DIXON: You can'( use warehouses at this 
6 installation? 
7 MR. OWSLEY: Not standard or any -- not even 
8 specialized warebusing. It has to be very thick 
9 construction and ~solated in many wiiy~. 

1 0  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one more. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: One more question. 
13 COMMISSIONER KLING: Wo~~ld ou just comment on the 
14 military value? Because Tobyhanna, d e n  you look at ~ t ,  r t  
15 shows a ratin of 1 out of 4. 
16 C H A I A A N  DIXON: Did you have a question. 
17 Mr. Knoepfle? 
18 MR. KNOEPFLE: Excuse me? 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did you hear the question? 
20 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes, I dld. The mlltary value 
21 rating for Tobyhanna Army Depot versus Letterkenny Anny Depot 
22 was dnven m part by the s l u  of the depot. 

-. ---.--- ~- - - -  

16 COMMISSIONER-STEELE: ~ 1 ~ s .  MY uestion is very 
17 brief. Earller -- or, actually, ve early in ?he process, 
18 we had asked the Depafirnen! for a &BRA on thq possibilit of 
I P  closing Amiston and moving thlngi to Red River or otier 
20 laces, and I belleve that's one lnstilnce where we $d get .a 
21 ~ O B R A  back, and lt came out cost prohlbltlvely hlgh. Ijust 
22 wanted to make sure that was the fact. 
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1 and at least try, see if we can, consolidate eve 
2 Hill, or more or less fill up Letterkenny with Ping obyhanna. at Is 
3 that falr? It gives us thls, sort of, the realm of options 
4 there? 
5 MR. OWSLEY: That is a good summary of those 
6 options. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou for a good summary, 
9 Commissioner. Are there any -- $mmissioner Davis. 

10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, thank you very 
1 1  much. As you can see from the questions, thls IS robably 
12 one ofthe. more complex issues we ran into, so I' IY get up, a 
13 little b ~ t  hlgher up In the ether. 
14 Given that we're -- that DOD has already proposed 
15 shutting down one depot in North Texas and we have - what we 
16 have on hand today with Letterkenny and Tobyhanna,.given 
17 these options, can the Army perform their depot function 
18 regardless of the costs that you propose today, Jim? 
19 MR. LYLES: Coqmissioner, it seems to me that is a 
20 very good question, and ~ t ' s  one that I'm not sure we can 
21 answer for ou today. The Arm s osition is that they can 
22 downsize aK of their depot word:aSinto three depots. 
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I MR. KNOEPFLE: We have that COBRA, but 1 think -- 
2 I'd have to -- 
3 MR. LYLES: -- we'll have to supply you with the 
4 figures, but ou're essentially correct. 
5 COMdSS1.ONER STEELE: 1 don't need exaet numbers. 
6 I had heard that ~t came back and l t  was hlgh. I just wanted 
7 to verif . 
8 d ~ .  LYLES: You're essentially, correct 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I want to ask the ;eporter if 

10 she's able to ascertain who is answering when these exchanges 
1 1  et a little mixed up. Do ou recognize thqplayers up 
12 Phere? Okay. That was d r .  L les, the stat* director. 
13 COMMISSIONER STEELI!: Okay. Thank you very mucl 
14 That's all, Mr. Chairman. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any other commissioner have I ;; question? 

COMMISSIONER COX: 1'1m sorry. Just one more I ;; question. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Cornmi!rsioner Cox has one more 

- -  - 
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I And I think part of the analysis we're going to be 
2 doing over the next six to seven weeks will try to get at 
3 that very question. 
4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, of course,.my concern is 
5 that we sustain the Army's ca abil~ty to do its job. 
6 MR. LYLES: ~bsoluti! 

1 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: z r e  there any further questions 
8 from Commissioners before the Chair entertains a motion? 
9 (No response.) 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Cllair will entertain a motion, 
I I 1 if one is made. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 
13 make a motion. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Corn!nissioner Robles is recognized 
15 for the purpose of making a motion. 
16 M O T I O N  
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move that Tobyhanna Army 
18 De ot, P e ~ s  Ivania, and the Defense Distribution Depot 
19 ~ o p ~ h a n n a ,  l&nnsylvania, be added to the list of bases to be 
20 cons~dered by the Commission for closure or reali nment and a 
21 roposed change to L e  list of -- as a proposdchange to the 
22 [st of recommendat~ons submitted by the Secretary of 

J 
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I Defense; and furthermore, that Letterkenny Army Depot, 
2 Pemsylvan~a, currently on the 11st of bases recommended b 
3 the Sec,relary of Defense for realignment be considered by tXc 
4 Comrmss~on for closure or to increase the extent of the 
5 realignment. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by 
7 the Distinguished Commissioner? 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: I second. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is seconded by Commissioner 

l o  Cox, and counsel will -- are there any comments before 
1 1  counsel calls the roll? 

20 question. 
21 COMMISSIONER COX: Essel~tinlly, what we have here 
22 is, in a sense, an optlon to more or less close Letterkemy 

; (&No r e s r . )  
HAIR AN DIXON: Counsel. call the roll. 

14 MS. CREEDON: ~ommissione; Robles. 
15 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yay. 
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes. 
18 MS. CREEDON: Chairman Dixon? 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
20 MS. CREEDON: Comnissioner Cornella? 
21 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
22 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 

L I I 
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I Polnt Mu u, California. 
2 Its etemative centered around testing and 
3 evaluation done on open-air ranges. The previously mentioned 
4 f w r  centers recommended for closure by DOrj do not do this 
5 kmd of testing and therefore would not reduce capacity, 
6 excess capacity, in .the open-air test ran es. 
7 The Naval A r  Warfare Center d a p o n s  Division is 
8 head uartered at China Lake, California. Poi~it Mugu Naval 
9 Air Jarfare Center is a subordinate command of that division. 

*h installations do  similar wea ons, armamt:nt testing and 
uation activities with China h e  primarily involved with 

testing.apd Point Mugu with air-to-sea testlng. 
actlvlt~es support~ng the open-a~r testlng are 

. 
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I COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 

his. CREEDON: Commiss~oner Davis? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
hlS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? ? COMMISSIONER KUNG: No. 

3 MS. CREEDON: C o m s s i o n e r  Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 

d h is .  CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes 
o and one na . 

: I )  C H A ~ M A N  DIxoN: The vote is seven aye:$, one nay,  
: I and the motjon is adopted. 
: ?  We wlll now proceed to Navy Test and Evaluation 
.3  Caters ,  lease. 
:r hfd? OWSLEY: The final category I will be 
:5 discussing is one of Naval Air Warfare Centers called NAWCs. 
'6  DOD has recommended the closure of four centers located in 
;7 Mehurs t ,  New Jerse Indianapolis, Indiana; 'warminster, 
18 Pcnosvlvani?. and ~ r E n d ,  Pennsylvarua. 
I Y  h e  miitary values shown ~ n ,  column 1 y a s  
20 esmblishe$ by the Navy with the h~ghest score ~ndicating the 
21 hirhest ratmg. The J p ~ n t  Cross Serv!ce Work~n Group 
-7 offend as an altemat~ve the Naval A a  Warfare tenter at 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 0  
I I 
12 
13 

similar in nature. 
Our next chart will concentrate on Point Mugu. The 

J o ~ n t  Cross Service Working, Group identified excess capacity 
in the use of test and evaluat~on open-a~r ranges. After a 
oae-year study, an.altemative offered was the realignment of 
Pomt Mugu to thew d ~ v ~ s ~ o n  headquarters at Chlna Lake. 

In June of 1994. the DOD Ins~ector  General 
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I w t h  functions at China Lake. 
2 The Navy has taken except~on to most of the 
3 Inspector General's report. The Joint Cross Service Working 
4 Group's alternative to realign Point Mugu to China and the 
5 Lnspector General's report retains the essenti:~l sea and air 
6 ranges, mcludmg the ~nstrumentation. 

, Su orting for the remaining activities would be , 8 provlddgy nearby Port Hueneme Construction Battalion 
1 9 Center. The mana ement and control would remain under the 

& v ~ s ~ o n  at c h i n a h e  
The Joint Cross service alternative to realign the 

P3mt Mugu activity have.been assessed by the DOD Inspector 
13 General to have potent~ally large savings. We do not yet 
14 have a COBRA from the Navy, but we would anticipate savings. 

We have requested that COBRA from the Navy, and wc 
16 have an anticipated date of one week from now. I would point 
17 out that we have a point-by int discussion rebuttal from 
18 the Nav which we receiveGust recent1 . 

1 d have not had time to analyze t i e I~ispector 
era1 paper point b oint as the Navy ha? done. If this 

e l n s  open, we wily& that. T h ~ s  IS our 11nal chart on 
2- at area and for our presentation. Are there any further 
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I questions'? 
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, 1 have a 
3 question. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
5 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: As I recall, there is a 
6 fair1 new California Air Guard operation at Point Mugu that' 
7 wasguilt in the last five to eight years, I think the last 
8 five ears, actually. When you talk about mothballs runways 
9 and lanears, how does it impact that o erat~on? 

1 0  MR. OWSLEY: w e  personally Rave not looked at that 
I I yet. There is a recommendation or a statement that there are 
12 other airfields in the area that the National Guard could 
13 use, nor would we assume that sim ly because, you know, a 
1 4  recommendation was made to mothbagthat it might not be the 
15 most advantageous thing to do. That would be done as part of 
16 further analysis. 
17 COMMlSSlONER MONTOYA: Okay. So  you haven't looked 
18 into any detail at the Guard operation there at this point? 
19 MR. OWSLEY: No, we have not. 
20 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner. 
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman? 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

31 complgted a report that indicated la&e otentilal savings P 21 wt:~uld be realized if Point Mugu was conso idated or realigned 

Page 47 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 
COMMISSlONER DAVIS: Mr. Owsle , as you know, I've 

been fussin with you over time about m & n sure we don't 
eat our s e J c o r n  and we preserve our pation% treasures, and 
in my view, Point Mu u range capab~l~ t  1s one of those 
national treasures. In &IS process, w ~ l l  k do anythmg to 
damage that ca ability? 

MR. OWlLEY: No, sir, we would not. Both the Cmss 
Seryice.Group and Inspector General says that is mandatory to 
maintain that range. It 1s the only one of that type m t h s  
count r 

~ ~ M M I S S I O N E R  DAVIS: Thank ou, sir. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. 0wsCy, under this -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: -- roposal, as you mentioned, I 

take it the IG is agreed that we sgould maintain the range. 
How many people does the IG assume wlll be left to ma~ntain 

21 
22 

that ran a'! Id?. OWSLEY: Since we do not have complete 
financial data I cannot ive ou that answer. 

COMM'ISSIONE~ C O ~  I sw. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions 

from any of the Commissioners before the Chair entertains Page 48 a 1 
motion? 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have one more. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: We mentioned that the Porl 

Hueneme is a poss~b~lity as a follow-on support base, a 
consolidated sup ort base, and I haven't been there iq two or P three years myse f. Have you made any vis~ts or mqu~red as 
to the land ca acity or fac~lity capacit that might be 
available on tgat basis to absorb possiile relocation? 

MR. OWSLEY: No, slr, we have not. I was there 
about the same len th of t ~ m e  slnce you have been. We have 
been fold by sever8 q p l e ,  and I belleve that we mi ht fmd B that the case, the buiPdlngs that they erected that the G 
recommended be used should ou transfer peo le there are very 
old and, in fact, the 1991 dmmission s a i l  that tho, 
buildings should be taken down. 

So I belleve that to transfer any significant 
number of eo le would re uire some rnilltary construction. 

MR. %&Es: Even $ugh I thmk that would be -- if 
the Commission decides to add that to the I~s t ,  that would be 
a subject for further analysis. 

L I I 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Commissioner, I just might just 
2 point out that the Nav -- 
3 CHAIRMAN D~XON: Commissioqer Cox. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: -- report indicates that there 
5 would be several problems with that,, that the buildings that 
6 the had considered are no longer available, in any case, 
7 t d Y ,  and that the Naval Engineering Laboratory ropsrty, 
8 because of the kind of property that it is really wilfnot 
9 work at that port. 

10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Well, 1 think the port has 
1 1  designs on some of that property also. That's a ve 
12 aggressive ex andin ort, if I m not mistaken. gank you. 
1,  CHAI&AN ~ I % O N :  Are tbere any further 
14 Commissioners' uestions before the Chair entertains a motion 

t to &IS art of Mr. Owsley's report? ): with r F r e  onse.7 
17 ~HAI&lAN DJXON: Is there a Commissioner who 
18 desires to make a motlon with respect to this report? 
19 M O T I O N  
20 COM~~ISSIONUI MOKTOYA: MI. Chairman, being familiar 
21 with that area -- 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comnnissioner Montoya. 
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1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: -- 1 will so move, and 1 
2 move that Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, Point 
3 Mugu California, be added to the list of bases to be 
4 considered by the Comr+ssion for closure qr reali nrnent as a 

proposed chan e to the 1st of reconmendat~ons sutmitted by 
6 the Secreta 0% ~e fense .  
7 CHAIkAN DIXON: Is there a second to that motion? 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman, 1 would second 
9 that motion. 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele seconds the 
I I motion put by commissioner Montoya. Is there any discussion 
12 on the motion? 
13 N o r  nse.) 
14 LHAlXAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYr'A: Aye. 
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Stele. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNEL.LA: Aye. 

1 I I 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is someone from the staff changing 
2 the names of the players for us? Thank you so much. Are you 
3 prepared to roceed, Mr. Ctrillo? 
4 MR. BRILLO: Yes, sir. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We are delighted to have you here 
6 this mornln sir. Please make your resentation. 
7 MR. ~ R I L L O :  Th* you, &. Chairman. 
8 Commissioners, thls first slide represents the 14 categories 
9 the De artment of the Alr Force used m then analysis. The 

10 s h a d d a t e  ones -- 
1 1  CHAIkMAN DIXON: Mr. Cirillo, could you gd just a 
12 little closer to the mike? I'm having a little trouble. Put 
13 it closer to you, dear friend. Can you do that? 
14 MR. CIRILLO: Yes, sir. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. That's very nice. 
16 MR. CIRILLO: The shaded categories have 
I7 installations to be considered as additions to the Secreta 
18 of Defense's rewmmendations. 1'11 brief tbe m i ~ i l e  
19 lar e alrcraft categones to ether due to. the~r qelatlonshlp, 
20 an% then I'll cover the un d ergraduate p$ot training 
21 category. The de ot category has reviousl been covered by 
22 Mr. Owsley and t i e  Crou ~ervice%eam. ?hally, I'll cover 
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1 those installations being considered today in the Air Force 
2 Reserve cate ory 
3 Chart 60. i in the map on your left represent the 
4 missile and large aircraft categones. The four bases 
5 indicated with an M are the mssile bases. 4lso note in this 
6 slide that four bases were excluded by the h r  Force for 
7 mission or geographical reasons. 
8 One of the bases included by the Air Force, Francis 
9 E. Warren in Cheyenne, Wyormng, will be drscussed later on 

10 for your consideration. 
1 1  The tiers sho,wn at the left for the nonexclufled 
12 bases reflect the Alr Force methodology for raolung 
13 respective installations within each category. 
14 The Base Closure Executive Grou review* all eight 
IS  selection cntena for all bases as graded! the Air Force 
16 staff and voted and grouped the bases in t i r e  tiers 
17 according to the n~ess,ity to retain. 
18 Those bases in Tier 1 are considered the most 
19 necessary to retaln, and those ~n T ~ e r  3 the least necessary 
20 de ending on the ca acity of that category. And for our 
21 inkrmation, Mr. ~fa i r tnan ,  the Secretary of the ~ i r  gorce 
22 used these tiers to develop our closure and real~gnment 

!. - 
, 
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I MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 

9" CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes 

10 and zero nays. 
1 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: And t h ~  motion ut by Co~nmissione 
1 2  Montoya and seconded b Commi!jsioner & e l e  is adopted. 
13 MR. OWSLEY: d a n k  ou. That concludes the Cross 
14 Services? presentation tor the d y .  
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thanks you for a very excellent 
16 report by you and your staff, Mr. Owsley. We are indebted to 
17 you. 
18 MR. OWSLEY: Thank you. 
19 MR. LYLES:. Mr. Chairman, the next briefing will 
20 focus on A I ~  Force ~ssues, and Frank Cirillo, the Air Force 
21 team chief on the Commission's Review and Analysis staff will 
22 present this briefing. 
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1 recommendations. 
7 Looking at Chart No. 4, the Air Force determined 
5 that there is an excess of one missile base and two to three 
4 lar e aircraft bases. Part of their analysis as well as the 
5 staffs was the fact that three of the four missile bases and 
6 other categories such as depots have large aircraft missions 
7 and ca aclt . 
8 f h e  f&r Force has recommended the elimination of 
9 the airfleld at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana. Thls is 

10 offset by the recom~nendation for MacDill Air Force Base. The 
1 1  staff generally a rees with the Air Force capacity anal as.  
12 Our char t50 .  5 are the four northern tier mirs~ Y e 
13 and l,arge aircratt bases. Toda the Comrmssion wdl be 
14 consldenng addln Francrs E. %amen and expanding the 
15 options for ~rand%orks, Malmstrom and Minot. 
16 Chart 6 shows the DOD-recommended realignments f o ~  
17 the four missile, large aircraft bases under revlew. We have 
18 both faced the options recommended by the Department and have 
19 shown their rationale for not recommending corn lete closure. 
20 DOD recommended two realignments for the northern 
21 tier bases on the missile side, which is shown on the to 
21 They recommended inactivation of the msslle field at &;and 
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I Fnrks. 

The also suggested that Minot's missiles could be 
tu td  if the Secretary deterrmned that ABM 

r w o t i o n s  precluded the Grand Forks' recornmendation. As 
5 so&, the Commission voted on the 7th of March to atld Minot 
1 Missile Field for consi?eratlon. 

We recently received a letter from Secretary 
3 Drxrtsche indicat~ng that an mter-! ency revlew has now been 
' 1  completed and that, and I quote, h e r e  will be no 
o dctrrrnination by the Secretary that would requlrc retention 
I of the missile rou at Grand Forks. 
1 . - DOD s e k t 2  the Grand Forks Missile Fie:ld because 

..I i t  ranked lower than the others in military effe~ti~veness and 
: 4  maintainability. Francis E. Warren was excluded from the Air 
1 5  Force analysis due to the START Treaty implica~tlons of early 

drawdown of the Peacekeeper rmsslles. 
' 7  On the aircraft side, which you see on the bottom 
14 of h a t  chart, DOD recommended the realignment of Malmstroln 
I Y  Air Force Base b shutting down the alrfield and relocate the 
30 tanker aircraft to h a c ~ i l l  A!r Force Base, Flonda 
31 The Male t rom Air Field was selected becaise pf 
2 o p t i n g  limitattons and because of tanker concentratton in 
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I the Northwest. DOD did not reco,mmend reali!;ning of h e  
1 tankers at Grand Forks because ~t 1s one of the three core 
3 mrker bases in the Air Force; nor did they reco1nlnc:nd moving 
4 the B-52s at Minot Air Force Base, ,because tht: were r s satisfied with the current bomber a11 nment of orces. 
6 On Chart No. 7, we've list+ B e  specific criteria 
7 areas along the left slde arranged in the enerall order of 
8 the einht selection criteria start~ng with &ore elements 
9 --flec?ig military. value. 

Golng on,w~th!he descnptjon of the chart, w.e show 
the respective A r  Force tlenn levels as dlescrlbed 5 The tiering was determine after balloting by the 
Force Closure Group, or BCEG. 

14 C e  ~econd row shows the actual ranking after those 
IS votes w i t h  the BCEG. The relatively rankln of bases 
I6 wsultal from ballotin on the 18 nonexcluded?arge aircraft 
n bases as analyzed by t ie  Air Force. You'll see many charts 
1 8  ~h as these as we proceed, !n fact, have seer1 some already 
19 w ~ t h  Mr. Owsle 's presentatton. 
20 I'll be glaY to discuss other information such as 
2 1  the one-time cost to close or annual savlngs, but what this 
22 slide specifically dlsplays 1s the KC-135 optlon for 
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a factor in the Air Force recommendation to shut down &at 
airfield. 

Mr. Chairman, we're prepared to answer any 
questions that you mght have in this category. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have you completed your discussion 
of the Air Force ICBM bases, Mr. Cirillo? 

MR. CIRILLO: I have. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there an Commissioners that 

have uestions of Mr. Cirillo or his sta#f? 
No res onse.) 

&AI.&AN PIXON: I f  there are not any questioqs, 
the Chalr wlll entertaln a motlon from a Comss loner  wlth 
respect to the very excellent report by Mr. Cirillo. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, 1 resuest the 
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I missiles at Malrnstrom would be added to the KC-135 
2 realignment recommended by DOD. 
3 As you can see by thls, com lete closure would 
4 address both the need to relocate t& tankers from the 
5 Northwest to the Southeast, and the need to close one 
6 Minuteman 3 missile field 1s required by the Nuclear Posture 
7 Review. 
8 It is also important to note that the complete 
9 closure of Malmstrom also roduces a greater saves than the 

10 realignment recommended By DOD: 
1 1  Chart 10 shows the Malmstrom closure once again in 
12 the shaded area, and ~t also shows the closure of Grand Forks 
13 and Minot Air Force Base. Like Malmstrom,.a closure of Grand 
14 Forks would address both the tanker d~stnbutlon Issue and 
IS the need to eliminate one Minuteman 3 missile field. The 
16 Grand Forks and M~not  closure o tlons roduce far more 
I 7 savings than the DOD-recornmenxed rea%gnrne?ts. 
18 Chart NO. 11 shows the three closure optlons we've 
19 just discussed plus the Francis E. Warren Minuteman 3 
20 realignment, which would lead to eventually closure after 
2 1  2003': 
22 I call your attention to the force structure and 

Pa e 59 % 1 cost impact factors, and I'm going to bring up another c art 
2 now, Chart No. 12, which summarizes the major Issues gathered 
3 from the staff analysis and comrnutllt input. 
4 Note that the Nuclear Posture d' evlew r uirement of 
s 500 or 450 Minuteman 3 missiles can be satis?& no matter 
6 which ICBM field is closed, but closing Malmstrom would lead 
7 to a force of 450 Minuteman 3 missiles, which does not 
8 satisf the Commander-in-Chief of STRATCOM's preference for 
9 500 hinuteman 3 ~ s s i l e s .  

lo  Our msslle sltes are relatively equal to alert 
I I rate to maintenance costs. You can see that by referrin to 
12  that. The hi her depot suppo* costs at Malmstrom ~ % F . E .  
13 Warren can & part~all explained by the fact that each of 
1 4  those bases has 200 si&s while the other two have 150. 
IS The last two rows are airfield related. The tanker 
16 saturation comment reflects the that that there are an 
n overabundance of tanker aircraft in the Northwest. The DOf 
18 recommendation relocates the tankers, 12 of them, at 
19 Malmstrom to MacDill Air Force Bw, Florida, to partially 
20 relleve a ta+er shortfall, that exlsts to the Southeast. 
21 The alrfield elevation data relate to the ressure 
22 altitude difticulties at Malmstrom Air Force 8 ase, which was 
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I htakstrom that was recornrnrnded by DOD and how it stacks up 
2 agamst the cntena. 
3 Chart No. 8 shows the Grand Forks Mllssile Field 
4 realignment recommended by POD and the Minot Missile.Field 

ent added for conslderatlon by the Comrmssion on : E!!cVhe 7th. 
A ain, we show the Air Force tiering and ranking : achievd through the BCEG ballot~n The bases are very 

9 slmi1.r ~ i l e :  So you'll notice the reilgnmen,t costs reflect 
lo that slmlanty. 
I I Chart No., 9 repeats the Grand Forks and Minot 

1 2  realignment o tlons In the shaded area and adds realignment 
, 13 o i  Mlnuternan fmissiles at Francis E. Warren and the closure 
1 I 4 of Malmstrom Air Force Base. 
; IS  The reall ent of Minuteman 3 missiles at Francis 
I 16 E Warren w o u l F m i t  the peacekeeper drawndown to continue 1 17 to 2003 as sch uled, thereb not jeopardizjn START 11. 
18 It would then lead to cLsure p i  ~r?ncls%. Warren 

.d produce substantially more savln s, I? staff's estimate, 
t savin s shown here for the actuaf real~~nmmt.  

~ a & s t r o m  Air Force Base is shown ;is a closure in MS case because the realignment of the 200 Minuteman 3 

ability to make a motion. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis, you are 

recognized for the purpose of maklng a motlon. 
M O T I O N  

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: As you know, sir, this is a 
very complex lssue that wlll have a very profound affect on 
some great Americans that have supported the Department of 
Defense for many, many years. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
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MS. CREEDON: Commissi,oner Cornella. 
COMMISSlONER CORNELLA: I wish lo recuse on this I : 
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COMMISSIONER COX: I stxond. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comnissioner Cox seconds the 

3 motion made by Commissioner Davis. Is there any comment on 1 4 the motion made by Commissioner Davis? 
5 N o r  nse.) 

6 kHA%AN DIXON: The counsel will call the roll. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 

8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: ,4ye. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. ' 10 COMMlSSlONER KLING: Aye. And I would just like to 

1 I 1 comment that the Secretary's letter certainly had a material 
12 bearin on m thou hts on this matter. My vote is aye. 
13 h ~ .  C ~ E D ~ N :  Comrmss~oner Montoya. 
1 4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA:  ye. 
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox-. 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye also, tollowing on 
21 Mr. Kling's comment that the Secretary's letter was a 
22 significant factor. 
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1 The Air Force. determined there was an excess of one 
2 Air Force base In thls category, and the staff concurs. We 
3 will be discussin the three shaded basts. 
4 Randolph i i r  Force Base is a.location of a ma'or 
5 command headquarters. It s the A*r Force-mana ed pite of 
6 the recently established Joint Service Navigator Aimng 
7 Program. 

* 

.? 
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1 first military value criteria. 
2 For information, the Air Force analysis throughout 
3 includes usin color indicators where green color leans to 
4 retaining the Ease and a red color sides towards closure. 
5 The assessment of all criteria was the basis.of.the Air Force 
6 Closure -- Base Closure Executive Group tienng and radang 
7 as shown in the first two data rows, 
8 The Reese commumty has polnted out flaws in 
9 Undergraduate Pilot Trainin Jolnt Cross Service Group 

10 analysls and have questlonexfthe ap llcatlon of flaw data by 
1 1  both the Joint Cross Service Working (Proup and the.Air Force. 
12 As a result of these concerns as well as belng an 
13 integral part of staff anal sis, we've run some other 
14 excursions as shown in t ie  two staff analysis rows. 
15 Keepino that chart up, we'll bring up Chart No. 16. 
16 Chart No. lgshows the methodology of our staff analys~s as 
17 shown on the other chart. The first objective was to 
18 determine the validit of the Air Force analysis. 
19 Our results didered from the analysis, as you can 
20 see by the scores back in row 4. The staff analysis 
21 cons~ders only those tunctlonal areas and measures of merits 
22 specific to the Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Trainlng 

and no nays. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: On that motion, there is 7 ayes, 

no nays and a recusal by Commissroner Cornella, and the 
motion by Comrnissioner Davis is adopted on the Air Force ICBM 
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I We have no choice but to close missile fields 
2 because of treat~es weTve slgned up to. As you know, the 
3 Commission added Mlnot because of that contingenc vla 
4 possible violation of the ABM Treaty, and I would l&e to say 
5 that yesterday we received, from DEPSECDEF a later, which 1 
6 would ask our rmss~on to enter ~ n t o  the record. 
7 CH&& DIXON: You night want to read that 

vote. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella recuses 

himself on this vote. Let the record show that. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chainnan, the vote is seven eyes 

bases. 
Are you prepared to proceed, Mr. Cirillo, on the I I: 

8 letter, Commjssioner. It will be ~n the record, of course. 8 Air Force Base, site of the NATO pilot 
9 major.Air Force tecb!cal training center, was 

the A s  Force as a cntlcal t echca l  trauung 

12 Chart No. 15 shows the criteria-related elements 
13 13 for Reese Air Force Base as well the three bases up for 

14 discussion toda . I call your attention to data row 3 where 
' 15 Forks. 15 we have shown t I e average functional values as determined b 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

next issue? - - 
MR. CIRILLO: Yes, I am. Chart 13 

vour left reflect the bases in the Air Force's 

16 In that light, I move that Grand Forks Air Force 
17 Base, North Dakota, currently on the list of bases 
i 8 recowended by the Secretary of Dafense for rplignment be 
19 considered b the Comrmss~on for closure or to Increase the i' 20 extent of rea i ment. 
21 C H A I ~ A N  DIXON: Is there a second to the motion 
22 made by the Distinguished Comrmswoner? 

Pilot Training category. 
As shown. the Air Force rcco~n~ncnded Reese Ai;Force I l f  

I6 the Secretary of Defense Undergraduate Pilot Training A n t  
17 Cross Service Workin Group. 
18 These values, Id. Chairman, were avenged from the 
19 ten functional ar- assessed by the group. The importance 
20 of these numbers IS that the A1r Force averaged the scores as 
21 shown m row 3 and stat~stlully used these avenges m 
22 determining the color code ratlng of Criteria 1, which is the 
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requirements. 

In the second analysis, the ob'ective was to assess 
the effect of the flaw data as identldecl by the commun~ty on 
Chart 15. You'll note the results of the second analysis 
demonstrate how close the bases are in mlitary value. 

In all three cases, the potential range was between 
0 and 10. The hinher number represents the best functional 
value for that anarysis which was used in Criteria 1 for the 
Air Force. 

Mr. Chairman, Corpmissioners, we'll try to answer 
any questions that you mght have m thls category. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Cirillo, have you completed 
your report on Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training bases? 

MR. CIRILLO: Yeah, I have, Mr. Chainnan. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any Commissioner that has 

Base for closure. Options generated t~ the DOD Undergraduate 
Pilot Training Joint Cross Service &orking Group mcludul 
Reese and Vance Air Force Base. 

a question of Mr. Cirillo? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman? 

20 
? I  
22 

. ..- -- 

CHAIRM'N DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Cirillo. 1 know vou - . - - - - - - - 

~robablv have a chart because I've been asking for it. 00 
iou ha& a chart that shows the capacity of eaEh base? 

MR. CIRILLO: Yes, we do. Can we bnng up Air 
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I bases were closed, you woulp be unqer the 
2 by the Air Force to perform 1ts training. 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But that's a ~naxi~nu~n capacity 

1 4 capabilit or five-da -a-week capacity capability? 
s ML CIRILL~: n a t 7 s  correct. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Which is it'? 
7 COLONEL BEYER: It's based on a five-day-a-week 
8 training workload, but I should point out that 'built into , Q that capacity is the ability to recover from unfi~reseen 

-cumstances such as weather, alrcraft maintenance, a 
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of instructor pilots. 
that excess capacity is utilized. The weekend 
is utilized for that purpose, if need bt:, on a - - 

14 rehlaibasis.  14 
MR. CIRILLO: And the capacit is based on the 

I6 instructor pilots, the maintenance and tiin s like that, pot 1 2  
I? on a number of actlons that have to take p & ~ e .  There IS I7 

. 

.: 
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I Force backup,No. 101? And 1'11 describe that chart to you 

-n we get lt up. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: My concern, as yc~u know, is 1 

t to -- again, it's not eating your seed corn, and I want 
*make sure that any closure actlon this Commission mght  

6 take would not prevent our capability to meet tht: Air Force 
7 rqulrements. 
8 MR. CIRILLO: Right. I will describe this chart to 
9 you, and then I will p m  any uestions over to Laleutenant 

lo Colonel Beyer, who IS here. fieutenant Colonel Beyer 1s on 
L r detail from.the United States Air Force. 
12 Thrs is a base capac~ty chart as determined by the 
13 staff. What ou see on the left is the block re rlesenting 
Ir capacity, aniwhat  hq see on the right is the blbck 
15  representing the requirement. 
16 You see the capacity of the four bases being 
17 discussed here totally 1,620. Removing the capacity that is 
18 used by the lowest base as tar as capaclty numbers comes up 
19 to the numbers shown leaving approximately 150 or 12 percent 

'20 excess capacity. 
'21 What thls shows is that there is sl~ghtly more than 
12 100 percent of capaclty lf the one base 1s closed,, but ~f two 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Could we have that on the screen? 
2 Thank you. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: That was arrived at with a 
4 corrected data call? Is that how that -- can you tell us how 
5 you achieved that? 
6 MR. CIRILLO: Yqs. The best way to do that is 
7 probably to bring up the functional values that were looked 
8 at. 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, my question is this, 

10 and you may not have to bnng up an more charts. My 
I I question is did ou do that for the otler  three 
12 installations'? &as that done? You did not ask for another 
13 data call from these -- 
14 MR. CIRILLO: That's correct. ,What ha pened in 
15 this case, there was a Wh~tt: Paper, as rt was cal P ed, that 
16 was submitted by the community. The White Paper was iven to 
17 us. We also gave it to the United States Air Force k r  them 
I8 to make their comments on. 
19 The Alr Force dld recognize some of the data as 
20 being flawed and changed the numbers because of that. We 
21 made those changes.in the data. There are other changes that 
22 the comrnun~ty 1s still concerned about that feel have to be 

Page 7 1 
looked at and reviewed at, and staff still has to look at 
that fi~rther. 

So the answer to your question is we didn't go 
out -- since we didn't et any other tlaw data comments to 
any extent, we used o J y  the data that was provlded by that 
community and corrected by the Air Force m this particular 
case. 

18 adequate airs ace to meet that capacity. - 

19 COLO8EL BEYER: The limiting factor lor capacity at 
20 Air Force UPT bases IS the number of o eratl~ons at the home 
21 base. As it turns out, the airspace availa%le and the 
22 axillary fields do not limit the capacity. 

I 

. . 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But if you would ask for 
another data call -- 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

MR. CIRILLO: Pardon me? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: If you would ask for a data 

call from the other installations, those numbers could 
possibly change and either go up o r  go down? I mean, you 
don't know wkich way -- is that correct? 

MR. CIRILLO: That's correct. What we would ask, 
we would get it from the community. In order for us to get 
it certified, we would try to get it certified throu h the 
United States Air Force and the ~e artmeqt of &rase .  

That would be -- but we wouPd certamly look at the 
numbers that we got from the cornmunity. We would apply them, 
because we do,an independent analysis, and if we're not 
comfortable with the certified analysis, we will go out and 

Page 69 
1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: If I pay ,  a follow-on, sir. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Dav~s.  
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Of those bases up there, which 
4 is considered by the United States Air Force as the best 
5 bomber trainin air base, bomber-fi h e r  training air base? 
6 MR. CIR!LLO: From our statf analys~s, lt would be 
7 Columbus Air Force base. 
8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Why is that? 
9 MR. CIRILLO: It did have a bomber mission. It was 

10 a bomber base at one time, was a base owned and operated by 
I I the Strategic Air Command. 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
13 MR. CIRILLO: And also range facilities. 
14 CHAIRMAPI! DIXON: Are there any further questions by 
Ir any of the  C o m s s i o n e r s  regarding this er~:ellent report by 
16 Mr. C~nllo? 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chairman, I have a 
I S  question. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Going to row 5 or the 

Value Staff Analysis 2 and the 6.3 rating for 
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I look at those numbers as well as get assistance in field 
2 surveys. 
3 The elements that you see there, the elements that 
4 we used in both the ana1ysis.b the Joint Cross Service Grou] 
5 and the Alr Force, the hlghlr gted areas are those funct~onal 
6 areas that were used b us as%eing Air Force related. 
7 CHAIRMAN D~XON: Are there any further 
8 Commissioners who care to ask a question. Commissioner 
9 Steele? 

10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm sorry. You may have 
1 I answered thls. I'm just no t  totally .clear. Op the two 
12 analyses that you ran, dld you use just the hghhghted 
13 functional areas, o r  did you use the areas that the Air Force 
14 used when the determined military value data? 
15 C H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Colonel Beyer. 
16 COLONEL BEYER: We took the measures of merit that 
17 the Joint Cross Service Grou used for each of those ten 
I S  functional areas and first too the ones that were K 
19 appropriate to the Air Force and then deleted the ones that 
20 were not appro riate to the Alr Force. 
2 I We endelup wlth 6 out of 13, and we only used -- 
22 I'm talking about the measures of merit portion of the chart. 

L I 
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sure on this chart that I'm sure what we have here. One, on 
2 of staff weight, those numbers reflect the weight that you 

functional areas of 3 gave, then, each ot the six areas of merit -- 
gether 'by the Air Force 4 COLONEL BEYER: That's correct. 

re tor each base. Instead of 5 COMMISSIONER COX; -- and came up with a number, 
t direct1 to lthe measures of 6 and presupably, that's based on your experience and your 

differentry for each of those ten 7 expertise ~n that area? 
8 MR. CIRILLO: Right. That's correct. What you see 
9 there is two things. You'll see the weighted one based on 

staff expertise, staff experience. What we also did is 
1 1  another attem t. 

We saic!let7s go ahead and average this put and. 
just see if we didn't weight it to see Ifour we~ghts mght 
be prejudice. And what you see dpwn on the bottom row there, 

IS whrch 1s not retlected In the oqg~nal chart ou saw, 1s j ~ t  
ER: Oka . The six i'm retemng to are 16 averagin all those without giving any prezrence to we1 hts 

18 weight. It came out the same ra%ing 
7 e four tLat you're refemng to are the I7 that are &own, just average eve thing at one-sixth equa 

COMMISSIONER COX:. No j;dgment applied there? 
MR. CIRILLO: That's nght, 

BEYER: Okay. The functional areas were 21 COMMISSIONER COX: Each of the six given equal 
olnt Cross Servlce Group for each base, 22 weight. 
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1 iven a score. The Air Force then took: those scores tor each 
2 %ase and added them together and came up with a composite 
3 score for each base. 
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And what you used was just 
5 those four functional areas or the ones that the Alr Force 
6 used, which was more than four, I believe? 
7 COLONEL BEYER: Neither. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. 
9 COLONEL BEYER: What we did was you see there are 

10 ten functional areas there. The Joint Cross Service Group 
1 1  took the 13 measures of merit and weighted them differentlv .-- - -  

12 for each functional area. 
- 

13 Our analysis derived an 11 th furictional area, which 
14 I'll term Air Force UPT, and we weighted only six of the 
15 measures of ment. The other seven vue cons~dered to be 
16 inappropriate or irrelevant to a comprlrison of Air Force UP? 
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1 MR. CIRILLO: And the whole reason that we're 
2 keying that --just a brief thing -- the chart on our nght rY 3 is what the Base Closure Executive Group loo ed at, and 
4 that's Chart No. 220, and because of the way that the 
s averages were done, you'll see the red color code that show& 
6 up there, all those scores, if you're looking to make a vote, 
7 that red kind of jumps out at you. 
8 And that's one of the concerns of the community is 
9 t h ~  red d ~ d  lump out, and the~r  concerns were even though 
10 th~s  seems,l~ke a bus number and oss~bly lnslgn~ficant 
I I because of the compLnity of ~ t ,  it $d reflect that chart on 
12 your right, which is what the Base Closure Executive Group 
13 reviewed when they made their recommendation to make a 
14 closure. 

; 15 COMMISSIONER COX: And if I 'ust might make a 
16 comment,-sort of, no matter how you loo h at it, these bases 
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COLONEL BEYER: That is not -- that is not -- 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm not with you? 
COLONEL BEYER: -- accurate. No. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Sorrv. 
COLON.EL BEYER: We created an ilthunzional area. 

We started w~th  a clean sheet of paper. 
MR. CIRILLO: Why don't we go ahead and brin back 

u 209 on the left, on the Comrmssloners' left and band them 
250 as well. 

COLONEL BEYER: These are the six measures of rnerit 
out of the 13 with the weights shown, and those we~ghts were 
determined by discussions with experts in the Air Force on 
Air Force UPT. And that is how we developed n score for each 
base. That chart shows Staff Analysis 1, the results. 

CPMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 think 1 understand what you 
did. I just wasn't surewhy ou d ~ d  ~t In the sense that the 
Air Force looked broader. 5% that's what I was just tr ing 
to see what drove ou there. Thank you. I'm s a t i d d  

CHAIRMAS DIXON: T ~ Z L L  you 
COMMISSIONER COX: (3010nel 'Beyer. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. I just want to make 

17 are ver close. 
18 ZH AIRM AN DIXON: Did you hear the question, 
19 Mr. Cirillo or the statement which was, sort of, m the form 
20 of a question? 
11 MR. CIRILLO: I'm sorry. 1 did not. 
22. COMMISSIONER COX: I just want to make sure I'm 

' . 
*' 

9 
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1 seeing, it correctly that no matter whether you weight ~t or 
2 un-we~ght ~t or use the h r  Force or use your first analys~s 
3 or your second analysis, the bases come out extremely 

17bas&.- 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. All right. So I got 
19 it. The Air Force did use more funct~onal areas. You chose 
20 to limit the functional areas s ecificall to UPT, not 
21 lookin at the Cross Service Rnctionarana~~sis outside of 
n just ~h'; 1s that correct? Am I -- 

4 close, given those percentages. 
5 MR. CIRILLO: That's correct. That's correct. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other auestions from 
7 the Commissioners now that we've had that v e j  sage 
8 observation, I think, from Commissioner Cox? 
9 (No response.) 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion with respect to 
I 1 Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training bases? The Chair 
12 recognizes Comitllss~oner Cornella. 
13 M O T I O N  
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: As 1 feel a comparison is 
15 needed in this area, I would like to make a motion, and I 
16 move that Columbus Air Force Base, Mississi pi; Lau hlin Air 
17 Force Base, Texas- and Vance Air Force iase, 0hahoma,.be 
18 added to the llst of bases to be cons~dered by the Cornmyon 
19 for closure or realignment as a roposed change to the 11st 
m of recommendations submitted Ky the Secretary of Defense. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And 1s there a second to the 
22 Distinguished Commissioner's motion? 

CL 
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r - "OMMISSIONER COX: I second the motion. 

- 
{AIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox seconds the 

j Commissioner Cornella with respect to Air Force 
4 uate Pdot Tralnln bases. Is there any,cornment 

from i Comrmssioner wilt  respect to this,meclmg:? s C~MMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner D ~ V ~ S .  

d COMMISSIONER DAVIS: From the capacit analysis, 1 
4 thmk i t  shows to close more than one base wourd harnper the 

i l  Air Force's capability to m e t  their pilot trainin , but to 81 :I make sure that we have a.fa!r and rearonable ana Y S l s l  I 
:: would llke to oin Comrmssioner Cornella In hls rnotlon. 
:J C H A I ~ A N  DIXON: Ve.record will show the 'oint 
:4 motion made by the two Comrmss~onm. Is then any filrther 
:j comment? 1.J I , I  

No res onse.) 
LHAIRhAN DIXON: The counsel will a l l  
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 

the roll. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montop 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 

S. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
DIXON: Aye. 

- 
Page 

and 

13 O nays. 
1 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Motion is adopted. hb. Cilillo, . 
15 are you prepared to go Air Force Reserve b a s a d  thus Point 

- 

Base Realignment and Closure 

. - 

in time. 
MR. CIRILLO: Yes, I am, Mr. C h a i m  
CHAIRMAN DIXON: If  you will indulge me.* 'Chair 

is obli ated to read a statement at this polnt. 
%diec and gentlemen,,I klieve this is tb. 

appropriate tlme to make a bnet statement ryg& baseson 
which I have recused myself from participation. It "'as my 
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Air Force Reserve unit and others. 

MR. CIRILLO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Referring 
to Chart 17 and the map on your left, these cover the Air 
Force Reserve category, which is the last total category 
we'll cover t,oday, although there will be two sections. 

The Alr Force has recommended closure of one 
fighter Air Reserve base, Bergstrom, and one tactical airlift 
Air Reserve base located at the Greater Pittsbureh I 

L U 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

'4 International, Airport. 
The Alr Force determined there is an excess of two 

fighfer and two tactical airlift q i r  Reserve bases, The 
staff concurs. The Air Force d ~ d  not establ~sh tlers for the 
Air Reserve category but rather made their recommendations 
primarily based on cost and eographical considerations. 

The shaded bases haveseen proposed for discussion 
today. 1'11 cover the reserve tiohtar and airlift bases 
separate1 . Ret>rring to Chart Ro. 19, I'll discuss the Air 
Reserve 8-16 bghter bases first. 

As you recall, the Alr Force recommended closure of 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, and we'll be discussing the other 
two soon. Chart No. 20 is the Fighter Air Reserve base 
analysis chart. 
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As I stated earlier, the Air Force closure 

recommendations in that category can not consider relative 
tiering. Instead, the Air Force keyed on factors such as 
recruiting demo raphics and cost-effectiveness. 

One need to make here is the Bergstrom 
community concern that the Air Force decision was based on an 
intlated amiial.base o erating bud et, as compared to the 
forecast operating bu&et shown. %,'re still reviewing that 
concern. 

addition, the Bergstrom community states that 
the Air Force has a c o m t m e n t  to retain reserve operations 
at the base now designated as the site of the new Austin 
airport due to commitments in the two previous Commissions. 
Mr. Chairman, do ou have any questions? 

CHAIRMAN ~ I x o N :  Thank you very much for r f i e  
presentation, Mr. Cirillo. Does any Commissioner have a 
y t i o n  of Mr. Cirillo on this presentation? Commissioner 

ox. - .... 

COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Cirillo, I wonder if you 
could follow-u on our comment about the communities concern 
on the cost ofthe k s e  and give us a little bit of the 
argument. 

I D i v e r s i m r t i n g  Servic 
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I MR. CIRILLO: Surely. What the argument is, and 
2 1'11 introduce the discussion, and turn it over to Lieutenant 
3 Colonel Beyer, is that the b a s e ~ r a t i n g  cost and is cost 
4 that the annual savings are bas upon reflects the operating 
5 of costs that exists now as compared -- 

COMMJSSlONER COX: And they're paying for the whole 
7 base toda ? 
8 ~ d :  CIRILLO: Right IIOW here aying for a good 

~r t ion  of the base, and the reason for ttat is there is a 
Pot environmental restoration prOJWts gomg on, and there 

1 I have been some delays. 
12 So the Air Force has had to maintain consjderably 

more infrastructure than they will when the Air Force - when 
14 the ai art, Austin Airport, takes oi  cr the rest of the best. 

The communlt concern is tL ien those -- if 
those contracts would lave been y ;f the Air Force 

17 would have used the figures e 
18airpofiisactuall in.0- Etga-:'' 

1 19 lowe!, ?nd it looi,c k u l d  be about $5,000 -- sorry, 
20 $5 mlllon lower r"ed on the numbers that we have. 6 at that, bu- there does appear 

1 
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ON: If not, the Chair will entertain a 
Air Force Reserve bases. Is there a 

N : Seconded by Commissioner Robles. 
regarding that motion? 

XON: Counsel will call the roll on this 

-- 

Page 
MR. CIRILLO: Ri ht. 
CHAIRMAN DIX&: Okay. 1OS. 
MR. CIRILLO: 106 refers specifically to what 

you're speaking about, and these are statements out of the 
1991 Commission report and the 1993 Com~nission re rt. In 
me.1991 Commisslon report, and 1'11 let ou reacf?hpt, !he 
indications there are a comrmtment that t i e community 1s 

I 8 concerned about r e l a t ~ n ~  to the establishment of the airport 
and the retention of the-reserves. 

The Commission, in 1993, addressed the Air Force 
recommendation to close that airport and i n d d  rejected that 
recommendation and came up with the recommendation that you 
see in the bottom half of that chart. COMklISSIONER COX: And 
I can presume from this, then,. that thqy did make a decislon 
on the clv~llan a1 rt m t ~ m e  In 1991. 

MR. CIRIL~O: That's correct. As a matter of fact, 
the did it about a month earlier than that, a couple months 
w$e r  than that. They did it just as the report was corning 
out to the Commisslon. 

COMMISSIONER COX: And that decision, what did that 
entail? There was, I believe, a referemdum? 

MR. CIRILLO: I'll turn this over to Lieutenant 

I 

87 I 1 Colonel Beyer. Before I do that. I do have that quote, i 
you want Mr. ~oa tn ih t ' s  y e . '  2 

COMMISSION R CO Oh, good. I'm sorry. 1 forgot. 3 
Thank you. 4 

MR. CIRILLO: I do have that. "Certainly, we would 5 
like to see an alrport there, because then w~ would leave the 6 
unit right where 1t is, but that's your decis~on, the 7 
commur~t dec~s~on.  How~ver you decide,,lt, we'll make it 8 
work for t ie  De artment ot the Alr Force. That's the c uote 9 d that we've hear$ Lieutenant Colonel Beyer will now a dress 10 

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Monto a. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We will -- if it dw 

Page 89 

not change 1 
the result, I ask unanimous consent to entertain the vote of - 

Commiss~oner Monto a when he returns in a moment. 
MS. CREE DO^: Commissioner Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair votes aye. Is there any 

object~on.to permittmg the record to show the vote of 
C o m s s ~ o n e r  Montoya when he returns, slnce ~t wlll not 
change the result? - 

COMMISSIONER COX: No objection. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank my colleagues, and the 

motion by Cornlnissioner Cox, seconded by Commissioner Robles 
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with respect to Carswell is ado ted unanimously. 

COMMlSSlONEP sTEELP Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 
entertain another motlon, please. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair recognizes Commissioner 
Steele for a motion. 

M O T I O N  
COMMlSSIONER STEELE: I move that Homestead Air 

Reserve Station Florida, current1 r on the list of base is 
recommended by the Secretary o Defense for realignment be 
considered by the Commission for closure or to increase the 
extent of the reallnnment. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion 
made by the Dlstlngulshed Comrmss~oner? 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chaimn, I second h a t  

that further. 1 1  
COLONEL BEYER: In Ma of '93, the Austin citizens 12 

p ~ s e d  a referendum of $400 rniflion to move their municipal 13 
alrport to Bergstrom, and part of tlne reason that this was 14 
put to a vote was because they waited to retain the reserve 1s motion. 
operation at the airfield. 16 COMMlSSlONER COX: I'm sorrv. Mr. Chairman. Could 11 

It wasn't just.a matter of turning the base over 17 
them to be a munlclpal airport. It was to allow the reserves 18 
to stay as well. 19 

COMMISSIONER COX: I see. Thank you. Thank you. 20 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Does a n  other Co~n~nissioner have a 21 

question of Mr. Cinllo or Colontl 6eyer or anyone regarding 22 

I ask a L uestion on this motion of thexbff! 
C ~ A I R M A N  DIXON: Of course. Yes. It's been - - - - - - . . 

seconded by Colnrnissipner Cox -- pardon me, by Commissioner, 
Cornella, and Comss ioner  Cox IS recognized for a question Y 
on Homestead. 

COMMISSIONER COX: I wonder if you might just i 
I I 
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hter unii that ha ens to be there. 
C O M M I S S I ~ ~ E R  COX: And what is the status of I 
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I 'sw with me the history of Homestead. In 1993, 1 believe, 

xided that this Air Reserve group should go to 
stead. Some monies have been s ant, I wonder if you 

m j u s t  o throu a little bit of thegistory of that 
i before we kook at t k s  issue 
6 MR. CIRILLO: I'll be glad to, Commissioner Cox. 
7 In 1993, the Air Force recommended the complete closure of 
s Homestead Air Force Base, which received damage from 
v Hurricane Andrew. 

: 0 As a result of that hurricane, there were 
: I supplementary funding that came out of the Congress to repair 
1 2  facilities on that installation for use by the community or 
1 3  use by others if the facility could be reused, extensive 
I4 dama e on the base. 
15 Elbe Commission received that recommendafion. They 
16 considered it, and the end result was the Cotnrnission voted to 
17 reject$ recommenQation of the Secretary of Defeinse, and the 
ru  rejectton ended up ~n the recornmendatlon that two things 
I9 would hap en. 
30 ~um%er one, the Reserve F-16 fighter unit would 
31 m a i n  at Homestead Air Force Base, and the 301st Rescue Unit 
22 that was located at Patrick Air Force Base temporanly and 
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I evacuated 'ust after the storm would come back to Homestead 
? &r ~o rcebase  after their facilities were prepand for them. 
3 That was the recommendation that came out. The Air 
4 Force came back in this round and they recommended nothin 

I 5 for Homestead exce t for the redirect of the 301st, Whig was 
I 6 supposed to return to rn  Patrick Air Force Base to Homestead 

7 Ay Force B-, and the Air Force has on the talble, if you 
8 will, the redlrect which would retain the 301st Rescue Un~ t  

-2serve Unit as well at Patrick Air Force Base because of the 
lationshin it has with Cape Canaveral as well as with this 

i 13 funding that might have,been available by virtue of {.he BRAC 
I 14 '93 decision on the Air Reserve? 
1 5  MR. CIRILLO: I'll turn that over to Lit:utenant 
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1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 

1 0  MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
12 MS. CREEDON: And Mr. Cha~rman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 13 
14 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chainnan, the vote is 8 ayes and 
15 0 nays. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion is adopted. You 
17 may proceed, Mr. Cinllo. 
I8 MR. CIRILLO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is the 
19 last section we'll be dmscussm toda . Chart 20 -- sorry. 
20 Chart 21 is the C-130 ~act icaf  i\lrli!t bases. Greater 
21 Pittsburgh Reserve Station at,the International Airport was 
22 recommended tor closure wh~le the shaded bases are to be 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

16 Colonel Be er. 
17 C O ~ N E L  BEYER: The SLI plemental funds are not 
l8 Department of Defense funds. So $ey will be spent on the 
19 Hdmestead -- 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: In either case. 
21 COLONEL BEYER: In either case. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. 
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discussed today. 

Again in this area, the Air Force did not use 
tiering but made their recommendations based on cost- 
effectiveness. I'm going to ut up two charts, Charts 22 and 
23, which.are our last two c arts. I 

I point out that the Air Force used erroneous base 
operating cost for the three bases -- for three of the bases. 
I m sorry. T h ~ s  error affected the i\lr Force Base Closure 
Executive Group's perspective of annual base operating budget 
as well as the net present value to be achleved through 
closure. 

Referring to the base o erating budget and net 
present value rows as shadecffor the affected b w s ,  the 
numbers in parentheses represented flawed information used by 
the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group while the other 
numbers reflect the revised data just received from the Air 
Force based on community concerns and staff requests. 

This erroneous data was es ecially significant as 
the Air Force closure recornmengations was based on cost- 
effectiveness. In the original Air Force COBRA figure, 
Chicago stood out to the BCEG as best closure value, while 
Pittsburgh would have been next. 
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COLONEL BEYER: It would take an action by Congress 1 : to prevent those funds from bein obligated. 

3 COMMISSIONER COX: h a n k  you. 
1 4  CHAIRMAN DIXON:. My colleagues, Commissioner 
1 5 hlontoya, who was temporanly absent tor a moment, has 

6 ~ u r n e d .  Commissioner Montoya, on a motion to add Carswell, 
7 ~t was adopted seven to nothin in your absence, and 
8 unanimous consent was &rante$ in view of the fact that you 
9 cannot change the result for you to enter your vote. Do you 

10 h i r e  to enter a vote on that motion? 
1 1  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'll vote aye. 
12  CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the corrected result on that 
13 motion by unapimous consent is ei ht to nothing. t 14 The motion now pending is t e mot~on by 
15 Commissioner Steele wlth res ect to Homestead Air Reserve 
16 station Florida. Is there any Rrther discussion by any 
17 Commissioner? 
"3 No res onse.) 

LHAIRGAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 
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1 Indications are that Pittsburgh was selected due to 
2 the fact that the 1993 Commission recommended Chicago as a 
3 community-funded closure. In the Air Force revised cost of 
4 base realignment action fi ures, Pittsburgh is the least 
s cost-effective option for tfe Reserve tact~cal bases. 
6 Note that Pittsbur h has the lowest annual savings 
7 and net present value. h r .  Chairmao, Commissioners, this 
8 concludes this onion and my last section of the briefm . 
9 9 C H A I R ~ A N  DIXON: Are there any questions o 

10 Mr. Cirillo concerning this presentation concerning Air Force 
I 1 Reserve bases? 
12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
14 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Cirillo, just since there 
I S  was these errors and corrections to these figures, are YOU 
16 comfortable now that these figures are pretty much in order 
17 as presented? 
18 MR. CIRILLO: Yes, I am. I'm comfortable. We just 
19 received the,tigures. We received them within the week. We 
20 have not visited any of the locations shown other than 
21 Pittsburgh, but the Air Force -- the community gave the 
22 indications. The staff saw it as well. We're comfortable 

I I I 
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1 would refer vou to the cost benefit. That was what the 
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I with what we have right now that thes: are the correct 
2 figures. 
3 What they did, by the way, is they used the base 
4 operate cost for one of the bases, and they used that same 
5 base operating cost, the 5.7 million sh,own, for the three 
6 bases erroneously. It was just an hour. Now they have the 
7 right o eratin costs. 
8 ~OMM~SSIONER KUNC: Those things do ha pen. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Are there my otter 

10 Commissioners who care to ask questions of Mr. Cirillo before 
1 1  the Chair entertams a motion? 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: I do. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comrm~ssioner Cox. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Cuillo, the recommendation 
i s  is to close Pittsburgh, and we know at least the numbers 
16 problems with that. Thls is not a recommendation to move it 
17 somewhere else. We would literally be closing an Air Reserve 
18 station? 
19 MR. CIRILLO: That's correc~r We'd close the Air 
20 Reserve statlon, do away w ~ t h  the unut, but the assets, the 
21 C-130 assets, are distributed elsewheae. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Ant1 has the staff looked at 

. 

' 2 decision was based on. 
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thank you. 
4 MR. CIRILLO: They're all excellent units. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: That's all, Mr. Chainnan. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank; you, Commissioner Steele. 
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I the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for 
2 closure or realignment as a proposed change to the list of 
3 recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense so we 
4 may have a fair and uitable rocess. 
5 CHAIRMAN Dl 3 ON: I tknk the Co~missioner for that 
6 motion, and IS there a second to that motlon? 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I'd second 
8 Cornmissioner Davis' motion,.and I would like to also comment 
9 that his point tha! he made m presenting the motion 1 

10 certainly agree w~th .  
1 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: It has been moved and seconded by 
12 Commissioners Davis and Klin with respect to the Air Force 
13 Reserve bases. Are there any &rther comments before the 
14 counsel for the Commission calls the roll? 
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: A brief comment. I concur 

side -- I'll s + for myself, 
others. 1f ?dldp7t move to 

20 look at any clear d~scnwa to r s ,  I 
d ~ ~ s i o n ,  which 

to comrnun~ties. So that's 

7 The Chair will entertain a motioni ivith respect to this 
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1 whether this is needed by the force citructure capacity needs? 
2 Is there an excess ca aclt of Air Reserves? 
3 MR. CIRILL~: 1'6 turn it over to Mr. DiCamillo. 
4 MR. DiCAMILLO: Yes. In his opening remarks, 
5 Mr. C~rillo commented that there were two, two. Reserve 
6 Tactical Airlift bases excess to the current capaclty or 
7 force structure. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: So in addition to looking at the 
9 one that the Air Force has recommanded, ~ t ' s  possible that we 

10 could look at two iven the force structure? 
1 1  MR. D ~ C ~ L L O :  Yes, ma'am. 

:: COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions by 

.14 any Commissioner? Comrmssione~r Steele. 
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes. l was wonderin when 
16 you looked at the potential comparisops that,we7ve asfed you 
17 to look at, do you see any partlc~liu d~scnmnators that 
18 should incline us to take an extra l ~ o k  at a particular 
19 reserve unit or not look at a part~cular reserve unlt, or is 
20 it very difficult to discriminate within the category without 
21 really iven it a closer look? 
21 f i ~ .  CIRILLO: They're all excellent units. I just 

8 question. 
1 9  COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I would request to be 
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1 driving me. That's all, sir. 
2 CHAIRMAN DlXON: I thank the Commissioner for her 
3 excellent comment. Are there an further comments by any 

5 No res onse. 
i' 4 Commissioners before counsel ca 1s the roll? 

6 LHAIRb AN bIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 
8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
1 1  MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 
12 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner R0bk.s. 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Stele. 
16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
19 MS. CREEDON: Commiss~oner Cornella. 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
2 1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chainnan, as you had indicated in 
22 your statement, you are refused from thls vote? 

10 recognized for a motion. 
1 1 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: The !:hair recognizes Commissioner 
1 2  Davis wlth resnect to Alr Force Reserve bases. 
13 I ~ O T I O N  
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: On the surface, this looks 
15 like a reasonably simple rocess, but because of some data 'i 16 problems and previous B AC actlons,.I must apologize to all 
17 the communities I'm golng to lnvolve In my motion. But I 
18 must move that the General Mitchell International Ai ort Air 
19 Reserve Station, W~sconsin; Minnea O~~S-S~ .P~$IAP .  Air $ 2 0  Reserve Station Minnesota; Nlagara alls IAP, Air Reserve 
21 Station New York; O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station lllinois and 
22 Youngstown, Warren MPT Air Reserve Station Ohlo be added to 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That is correct Counsel. The 
2 Chair recuses himsel t tor the reasons already stated. 
3 MS. CREEDON: So Mr. Chairman, the votes on this 
4 are 7 e es and 0 na s. 
5 ~ H A I R M A ~ D I X O N :  And the motion is ado ted. 

7 Air Force? 
f 6 Mr. Cirillo, have you concluded your work on beha f of the 

8 MR. CIRILLO: I have, Mr. Chairman. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We are indebted to you for an 

10 excellent re ort, sir. 
i I MR. ~IRILLO:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman 
12 MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, the next briehn will a 13 focus on Navy issues. Alex Yellin, the Nav team c ief on 
14 the Coinnuss~on's Review and Analysis stafTwill present the 
15 briefing on Navy issue. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIX,ON: Mr. Yellin, are you prepared to 
17 make a resentat ion wlth respect to the Navy categories? 
1s &. YELLIN: yes, slr. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have you any other colleagues 
20 there but Mr. Redy? Are you the two that wlll be making 
21 this presentation'? 
22 MR. YELLIN: We have four others. 

L I 
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COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. I'm sorry, Mr. Yellin -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: On the chart there, the last 

4 point, I just want to make sure I understand that under the 
S current DOD recommendations, the Navy is actually proposing 

E: Mr. Yellin, could :you speak 6 to move more assets to Atlanta? 
7 MR. YELLIN: Yes. Commissioner Cox, the date that 
8 we've provided here, the COBRA data for Naval Air Station 
9 Atlanta, IS based on a closure of Atlanta as they are 

1 0  current] stafted and-the current sguadrons that.are,there. 
I I ~ i e  redirect of the Naval Air Statlon Cecil Field 

ervice 12 recommendation in '93, the '95 redirect that we have on our 
13 table to consider this year would move two squadrons of F-18 

fighters to Atlanta. 
They are currently planned to go  from Cecil Field 

16 to Butord, South Carollna. The Nav has indicated that 
hecause of better demographics and aisq an additipnal use or 
alte,matlve use tor those tacrllties at Buford in therr 

19 redirect has caused them, to include that as part of the 
20 recornmendat ion on Cecll F~e ld .  

COMMISSIONER COX: Does the Navy show a cost 
savings based on that redirect, or is it simply strateg~c -- 
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I as a closure. We  will be discussing, this mornin!; ~ a v a ?  Air 
2 Station Atlanta as an potentral addltlon. Please p~l t  up 
3 Slide 3. 
4 On this slide, we've included information on Naval 
5 Air Station Atlanta. On the right-hand column, we've also 
6 added the COBRA data and military value infonnation for Naval 
7 Air Station South Weymouth, which is already on the list, as 
8 I've stated f o r a  otential closure. 
9 Naval Air gtatlon Atlanta had the lowest military 

'ue grade of an of the reserve air stations. 711e rimary 
for this, wien you look at thq details of thr kavy9s  

was that Atlanta rated low rn demographics and also 
flight training airspace values. 

14 The Navy, however, during their analysi:;, rernovecl 
I S  Naval Air Statlon Atlanta from considerat~on a:s a potential 
16 closure because they believed, based on information they 
17 received from the Navy and the Marine Co s Reserve forces, 
I8 that the demogra hically rich area of ~ r a n t a  as a potential 
19 for recrultlng ani! retaining Navy and Marine Corps reservists 
20 was of such an extent that the base should not be on any 
21 closure list. 
22 The staff has reviewed that information. We have 

'* 

1 
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I MR. YELLIN: No. What they've indicated to us is 
2 that the tacilit~es are available at Atlanta for the F-18 
3 squadrons. They were also available at Buford. They have 
4 not yet moved, so the cost of movlng them to Buford or  
5 Atlanta are about the same. So there is no differential in 
6 Navy cost for that. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: The NAS Atlanta, is it a stand- 
8 alone factlit ? 
9 MR. ~ ~ L L I N :  Atlanta is a tenant at Dobbins Air 

1 0  Reserve Base. 
I I COMMISSIONER COX: I see. And South Weymouth, is 
12 that -- 
13 MR. YELLIN: South Weymouth is a free-standing 
14 base. 
IS COMMISSIONER COX: It is a free-standing. 
16 MR. YELLIN: Yes. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Are any of the other - on your 
18 ljst of all of the NAFs and NASs, are any of the rest of them 
1 9  tree-sfandlne'? 
20 MR.  TELLIN: Willow Grove New Orleans and Fort 
2 1  Worth are all free-standing bases. Naval Air Facility 
22 Washington is a tenant at Andrews Air Force Base. 

, * 

. 
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1 asked the Navy to provide us the data that they used to 
2 d e t e m n e  that Atlanta should be retained. The Navy came 
3 back and indicated that their decision was ma~Je strictly on 
4 input from the reserve force elements of the Navy and Marine 
s Corps, not based on any data or analysis that the pre ared. 
6 W$'ve also looked at the certered data for bavar  
7 Air Statlon Atlanta to tr to d e t e m n e  wh they got such a h a low grade for demo rapiics, which is in s arp contrast to the 
9 Navy's decision to Jiminatc Naval Air Station Atlanta 

1 0  because of goo? demographics. 
1 1  The base informat~on that we were provided 
12 indicated that several of the unjts there were oing through 
13 transition to different type of arrcraft. An achitional unit 
14 at Naval Air Station Atlanta had been planned for a 
I 5 decommissioning. 
16 The base of stated in their data call that this 
17 turmoil had caused excessive vacancies in these two un~ t s  -- 
1 8  or in these three units, and that was the reason why their 
I nbers would look bad, if you looked stri(;tly at a snapshot 

leir demograph~cs as used by the Navy lor the~r  rmlltary 
grade. Are there any questions about any of the data 

!2 e've provided about this. 

I I 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And Fort Worth, the NAS, 
2 is it the only activity -- 
3 MR. YELLIN: NAS Fort Worth is the former Carswell 
4 Air Force Base that the Navy took over from the Air Force. 
s The Navy is the primar occupant. The Air Force Reserve 
6 there are tenants of the avy now. 
7 

E; 
COMMISSIONER COX: So there we have the Air Force 

8 Reserves -- 
9 MR. YELLIN: As tenants of the Navy, and at Atlanta 

1 0  the Navy is a tenant of the Air Force. 
1 I COMMISSIONER COX: I see. And are there any other 
1 2  activities at Fort Worth? 
13 MR. YELLIN: The airfield there supports the 
14 overnrnent COCO facilit Government On Contract Operative 
I S  Facility where ~ockheeYbuilds F-16s. That's adjacent to the 
16 airfield in Fort Worth. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: I uess what I'm trying to get 
1 8  to, if we looked at any of the otfer of these as an 
I9 alternative to We mouth, would we be able to close air 
20 facilities at any 0% the other bases? 
? I  MR. YELLIN: As I stated, Willow Grove New Orleans, 
22 South Weymouth and Fort Worth are all -- they're not tenant 
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COMMISSIONER COX: Right. And I'm sorry. Just to 

2 o back and make sure I understand, Atlanta is a tenant of 
3 bobbms? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes, it is. It's a tenant. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Have there been any ~rovosals to 

. 

- 
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1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Even though that is a 
2 tenant on that installation, closure of this activity would 
3 result in an annual savings of $22 million a year; is that 
4 correct? 
5 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. That's the Navy's COBRA 
6 that was rovided to us. 
7 CO%MISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank you. 
8 MR. YELLIN: And the basis -- 
9 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: That's all I needed. Thank 

1 0  you. 
1 1  MR. YELLIN: Yes. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any other questioning of 
13 Mr. Yellln? 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I need to understand this 
17 demographically nsk issue. Let me get thls nght m any 
18 simple soldier terminology. Atlanta, Naval h r  Station 
19 Atlanta, was rat* low in military value by the Navy's 
20 ~ntemal mechan~sm? 
21 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And then the Naval Air 

w 4  

. 
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I that uestion is because I visited the South We mouth kaval 
2 Air $cillty, and pne of the concerns from the ?' ocal 
3 cornmunit and trom the forks who testlfi* w e  that in fact 
4 ~t was thelowest ranked of the Reserve Alr Stations, and 
5 then all of a sudden it was taken off the list, and they were 
6 added to do another realignment with an active base. 
7 And they were trying to quest~on why that happened, 
8 and they never ap eared to get a satisfactol;y answer. DO we 
9 have a more satistt)acto answer than noted. 

10 MR. YELLIN: ?!he Navy's documents to us stated that 
1 1  when they looked at that category, at the naval Air Reserve 
12 category, t h ~ y  looked at places where units could go, and 
13 they determined that Naval Air Station.Bqunswick, whlch had 
14 been discussed as a potentlal closure w~thin its category, 
15 had excess facilities. 
16 And because ~t was within a commuting distance of 
17 Boston, they felt that it could absorb the s uadrons from 
18 Weyrnouth. The Navy,leadership detennined 1 t at they wanted to 
19 have.an active duty air station located north of the Norfolk 
20 area In the Northeastern part of the Un!ted States. 
? I Brunsw~ck was the only full-servicy facility 
22 available, and so that's the descr~ption g~ven to us about 
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1 activities. The 're all their own air statrons. 
2 COMMI<SIONER COX: But there are still activities 
3 there that we'd have to -- 

MR. YELLIN: There are tenant iictivities that would 
s be affected at all of these locations. Th~:re are -- as far 
6 as South We .mouth, there are some Naval and Marine Corps 
7 Reserve facdties that are gom be to re.located. 
8 If you recall, Naval Air !!tation South We mouth was 
9 recommended b the Navy for closure m '93. &at was E - ' lo  reject* by the omrmsslon m '93, and as part of that 

I 1 reject~on, we relocated several reserve centers, small 
12 facilities, to facilities on the Naval Air Station as part of 
13 the '93 recommendation. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: And I'm riomy. Reco~ninendation 
15 that Weymouth Reserve Station move to B~unswick, how far away 
16 is that? 
17 MR. YELLIN: I'll ask Doyle Reedy to answer that. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Reedy. 
19 MR. REEDY: 150 miles north o f  Boston is Brunswick, 
20 Maine. 
21 COMMISSIONER COX: And Mr. Reedy, you're an expert 
22 in this area. Is ~t -- 
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1 MR. REEDY: I wouldn't sa that. 

2 COMMISSIONER COX: -- h e l y  at 150 miles that the 
3 reservists currently partic~pate at Weymouth at least,would 
4 have the option to continue to participate in Bmnswrck, or 
5 is that 'ust too far. 
6 AR. REEDY: No. I think about 46 ercent of the 
7 reservists live within 100 miles of ~ w n s w i c t ,  as I recall. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. 
9 MR. YELLIN: I can also make a comment in general 

1 0  that as reserve billets change in some cases, and areas are 
I i reduced and some are increased p w  le wlll move a lot to -- 
12 150 miles is certainly not as close i fyou  live in Boston to 
13 go to South We mouth, but it is a cdmmuting distance to it. 
14 COMMI&IONER COX: Doable 
15 MR. YELLIN: One ofthe prc,blek we had, as ou 
16 recall, C o m s s ~ o n e r ,  m '93 is that :jotne of the un~ts ? rom 
17 We mouth were moved extensive distances, which really would 

19 
la  prokibit even a reasonable commute to the new location. 

cOMMlSSlONER COX: In any yays,.we9re not loqting 
20 at closlng -- we're not looking at getting nd of the un~t; 
21 we're loolung at movin ~ t ?  
22 MR. YELLIN: $es. 

w. . 
" 
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1 Reserve said, "Woah, time out. If you do that, if you rate 
1 it so low and you close i!, we're going to have a eroblem 
3 from a demo ra hics polnt of view for recruiting ? 
4 MR. ALPIN: Yes, s s .  
5 COMM!SSIONER ROBLES: Did the Navy go  back and 
6 change the rmlita value of Atlanta after that? 
7 MR. YELL~N: NO, the did not. 
8 COMMlSSlONER RoBLJs:  So they said noted, right? 
9 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. It was noted as a part of 

10 their deliberations after the assessment was done of military 
1 I value and capacity analysis. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So obviously, siqce the Navy 
13 did not change its militaz value even after an ob~eftlon by 
14 the Naval Reserve, the avy leadership still felt that from a 
15 military value ranking oint of view it ?.ill belonged there? 
16 MR. YELLIN: f e s ,  slr. G e  rmlrtary value rade 
17 war based on a series of very E ific uHions, anf the R" 1 18 questions related ondemoorap ics to t e percenk e of 
19 current authorized billets t%at are filled at a specl#c 
20 eriod of time, and that's the way the Navy graded them. 
21 h e y  did not change that during their analys~s. 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And the reason I'm asking 

< .  . 
6 close Dobbins or -- 
7 MR. YELLIN: I'm not aware of any. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: -- any othrer DOD recommendations 
9 that would do that or remove assets from Dobbins? 

1 0  MR. YELLIN: No. In fact, the recommendation that 
1 1  this COBRA is based u on would relocate C-9 alrcrah from 
12 Atlanta into space avaigble, potenlial space ava~lable at 
13 Dobbins. So those units would actual1 stay right there at 
14 the air station. Those units, then, \you d become tenants 
15 direct1 on Dobbins Air Reserve Base. 

Y 
16 ~OMMISSIONER COX: I see. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are yo11 satisfied, Commissioner? 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. Thank you. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any further questioning ;; of Mr. Yellin? 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chairman. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Cornmissioner Cornella. 
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1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any other Commissioner 
3 who wants to ursue thls further? Yes, sir? 
4 COMM~SSIONER DAVIS: I'm not surprised at thc 
5 intensive lnterestpf all the Commissioners because of then 
6 desire to make t h ~ s  go nght. But I have two short 6 

- ~ -  - ~ 
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7 questions. 

It's my experience in the Air Force that when you 
-weft units your manning goes down because of the trainino 

cess. Is that the Navy s experience also, which woufd 
account for the 86 ercent manning in Atlanta? 
MR. YELLIN: 8 s  srr. That and also the fact that 

13 a unit was announced for Jeactivation. Sp people would ha 
14 a tendency to start leavlng that unlt, looklng for other 

' 
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I L?w the Weymouth decision was arrived at, but yo11 are right 

.aying that the military value numbers definitely do 
t1 Atlanta. % fact, South Weymouth was the number om: -- 

5 within the milltary value grading, South Weymouth was the 
6 number one demogra hlcs reserve base. 
7 coMMIsS10N2R ROBLES: Now, a quick follow-on and 
8 thzn I'll be fmshed. After the made a declslon that they 
9 needed to move additional leaLrs to Brunswick because they 

lo needed, that full service active base and they nenlerl to put 
I I the fac~llty there. 
~t Were any other units, other reserve units, other 

,13 than South Weyfnouth, looked at? And I understand c ~ u r  issue 
14 about commuttng the sbort distance. But I also {a pm lo 
15 know that in previous rounds they moved people from 8nmit / 16 Michigan into South Weymouth -- a considerable distan;e -- 

I 17 and that had not been a constraint in the past. 
Were any other reserve unlts looked at -- bases 

19 looked at for relocation to Brunswick, other than South 
20 Weymouth? 

MR. YELLIN: I'm not aware of any addit.ional ones 1;; that were examined. 

I 
I 
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for a motion. 

M O T I O N  
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move that Naval Air Station 

in Atlanta, Georgla be added to the llst of bases to be 
considered by the Commission for closure realignment as a 
proposed chanoe in the list of recommendations submitted by 
the Secretar o? Defense. 

CHA&MAN DIXON: Is then  a second? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Cha~rman, I second 

Page 1 18 
1 that point. Are there an further questions? 
2 CHAIRMAN D I ~ N :  one  f m l  polnt. I just want to 
3 make,sure I understood what I heard when I was up there. 
4 That 1s true that ~n '93 they recommended foreclosure. In 
5 '95, in the deliberations of the BCEG up tp the December time 
6 frame, was the Nav considering closmg South Weymouth? 
7 MR. Y E L L I ~ :  The Navy process where they do 
8 military value calculations, capaclty calculations, and then 
9 do what they call a conti uratlon analys~s, that 

1 0  configuration analysis dia not identify South Weymouth; it 
1 1  identified Atlanta. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: In this round? 
13 MR. YELLIN: In this round, yes. 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 thank the Commissioner. Are 
16 there any further uestions of Mr. Yellin by the 
17 Con~mis~ioners? (ae thank you all for your excellent 
18 questioning, and we are prepared for a motion ~f there is 
19 one. 
20 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I have a 
21 motion. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles is recognized 

15 longer teim assi 
16 COMMISS~~I%~AVIS:  And, Mr. Yellin, I know that 
17 you're a Naval Reserve Officer. Waul? you drive 150 miles? 
18 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. I've drlven much farther 
19 than that for obs. 
20 COM~ISSIONER DAVIS: I don't have any further 
? I  questions. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have we exhausted it, 

Commissioner Robles. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Cpmmissioner Robles moves, 

Commssloner Kllng seconds w ~ t h  respect to the Naval &r 
Station Atlanta, Georgia. Is there any further comment? 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

No res onse.) - 
LH,m%AN DIxoN: couosil will call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 

I I I 
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1 Com@ssioners? Commissioners, are there any further 
2 questions? 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Yellin, just one clarifying 
4 point. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Com~nissioner Cox, one clarifying 
6 question. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: You had indicated that the 
8 decision on Bmnswick versus We mouth may have happened sort 
9 of -- I don't wiyt to say at the %st minute, but that that 

10 was considerat~on once Brunswick was considered available. 
1 1  You did say .and I just want t o  make sure, you mentioned 
12 before that t h s  was actually m 1993 the Navy recommended 
13 closin We mouth as well. 
14 h ~ .  $ELLIN: yes, Commissioner 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: So this --'at least it's 
I6 consistent from the Navy's standpoint. This has been now 
17 three years that the have recommended closing Weymouth. 
18 CHAIRMAN &lXON: This is the second time that this 
-been submitted. 

COMMISSIONER COX: So it is something they have 
ught about for at least some perlod of tlme. 

22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: We thank the Commissioner for 

Page 12( 
1 COMMISSIONER COX: NO. 
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 

10 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are seven 
1 I ayes and one nay. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion is adopted. Mr. 
13 Yellin thank ou for your contribution, you may proceed. 
14 k ~ . ~ & ~ ~ ~ : T h a n k y o u . P u t u  S l i d e 4 p l w .  
15 The next catego is Naval shipyards anBship repair 
16 facilities. Lon %each, the Naval Shipyard at Lop Beach is 
17 on the ~ a ~ ~ ' s { s t  as a proposed closure, along wrt% the ship 
18 repalr taclllty in Guam. 
19 Please put up Sllde 5. Slide 5 summarizes the 
20 current recommmdations from the Navy to close Long Beach and 
21 close Guam. These are the -- this is the COBRA data and 
22 personnel data from those two recommendations. Take those 
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1 base? on the current p l a ~ e d  mix of workioad bet 
2 ubllc and pnvate sectors for convent~onal non-nu 

I 3 h e  Navy pro osal, in essence, directs work that 1 
I 4 been done at &np Beach to the private sector on ti 

- 

' 5 coast. 
6 The Nav , however, has stated that they do r 
7 to utilize andf?klitize private shipyards which are 
8 east coast whlch -- to do 688 Class submarine refut 
9 The staff has reviewed past actions of the Navy in 

l o  relat~onshlp to thelr work done in pnvate s h  yards 
I i east coast, and the Nav has recently refueld the 
12 Enterpnse, the carner znterpnse, at Newport News 
13 Shipyard and in the past has refueled submarines of 
14 classes than the 688 Class, but they have refueled at1 
I S  submarines in the private sector as recent1 as 1985. 
16 We've had -- Staff and some of the 6ommissio 
17 have had recent discussions with the Navy about the 
18 submarine future of the Navy. The Navy has indieat, 
19 because there are a number of rehelings currentl pl; 
20 for 699 Class attack subma~nqs, particularly m t& yt 
21 2000 to 2005, that they've ind~cated that that requires 
22 to retain the capacity to do that at Portsmouth. 
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1 two do- and please put up Slide 6, please. 
2 Sllde 6 1s a presentatl'on of the maximum potential 
3 capacity for each of the individual Navy shi yards and the 
4 s h p  repalr facdlt at Guam m the year 200f based on Navy 
r certified data. d e  light bar -- light portion of the bar is, 
6 the conventlonal non-nuclear ca aclty. The shaded portlon o 
7 the bar is the nuclear capacity. $lease keep up Slide 6 and 
8 put up Slide 7. 
9 Slide 7 is a presentation of the excess nuclear 

10 shipyard capacity for the Navy shipyards in 2001. This is 
I I also based on certified data imd based on the current plan 
12 workload for the Naval shi yards. Each of these sets of bars 
13 -- in fact, again, the white par is for the non-nuclear 
14 capacit , the shaded bar is for the nuclear capacity. 
15 L F h  of these airs of bars are. for different sets 
16 of scenarios, The $st two bars lndlcate the present 
17 condition pnor to the currently proposed recommendations. 
18 It indicates that the nuclear excess capacity is 37 percent. 
19 If you go to the second set ol'bars, that is the current 
20 Defense Department proposal, which is for the closure of Long 
21 Beach and Guam. 
22 Since Guam and Long 13each do not have nuclear 
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1 capacity, you have not eliminated any nuclear capacity. So 
2 the excess capacity for nuclear work IS the same, 37 percent. 
3 However, the conventlonal non-nuclear capacity is reduced 
4 below zero excess ca aclty which IS the dark solid 11ne 
5 across the mddle at b e  zero 1:me on the table. 
6 In essence, what the Navy is saying, based on their 
7 planned workload in 2001, cu~rently planned, this creates a 
8 deficit of conventional non-nuclear capacity. The Navy's 
9 proposal indicates that this would be performed in the 

10 private sector. The other bars across, pairs of bars, 
1 1  indicate various alternatives. For example, the thlrd set of 
12 bars would add Portslnouth to Long Beach and Guarn closures. 
13 Portsmouth +dudes -- hiis.conventiona1, some 
14 convent~onal capaclty and a slgnlficant portlon of nuclear 
1s capacity. That reduces the nuclear excess capacity to 19 
16 percent and further adds -- adds a sli ht bit more to the B 17 deficit on the conventional, non-nuc ear capacity. The other 
18 two bars indicate other alternatives for that. 
19 If we could leave up Slide 7 and put u Slide 8. 
20 Slide 8 is !he resentation of the Nav s C O ~ R A  analysis for 
21 the potentla1 cyosure of Portsmouth d v a l  Shipyard. As you 
22 can see, it has one-time costs of $100 nullion, annual 

Pa 
1 The{ have indicated that there are insufficient 
2 refueling ac111t1zd dry. docks, that's dry. docks that art 
3 read to use for 688 retuellng, there are rnsufficlent on 
4 avaiible based on their current laming at other ship . 
5 in the Nav to do this work witgout putting a tremendYd 
6 stress on t E  schedule for this workload. 
7 The Navy has iqdicat* to us that if Portsmouth 
8 were closed to rnalntarn thelr current lanned submanne 
9 refueling schedule, they would have to scRcdule the dry docks 

10 that are currently -- either currently facilitized or plan 
1 1  for facilitization for 688 refuelings, that would be -: the) 
12 would have to schedule them m what they charactenze as 
13 heel-toe scheduling arrangement which allows them no schedul 
14 slippage of an of the rehelings that they would then deli 
15 si ni tlcantly &lay the refuelrng of followao, on 
16 sutmarines. 
17 We have also asked the Nav for --formation about 
1 8  what other dry docks are in the puilic shipyards, in the N; 
19 shl yards that are currently beln used for thlngs such as 8 20 deRelings or inactivations of 68 submarines and, also -- I 

21 caul? be utilrzed for potential refuellngs, and there are 
22 addltlonal dry docks available for that purpose that could b 
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1 savings of almost $150 million, and althou h we don't have ~t 
2 on the chart, the net present value for 8 i s  recommendation 
3 is about $2.3 billion. 
4 We also note that like the other industrial 
5 facilities we've looked at, there are a lot of personnel 
6 elipinations, and a 5.2 ercent, based on our estlmate, staff 
7 estlmate, uslng the  DO^ model, a 5.2 percent estimate of 
8 economic impact in the conynunity. 
9 If you can leave up Sllde 8 and put up Slide 9. 

10 There are a number of issues that the staff would like to 
1 1  present to you, related to the Naval Shipyard at Portsmouth 
12 as a potentla1 addltlon to our Ilst. One IS that the current 
13 Navy and Defense Department re~:omrnendations retained 37 
14 percent excess nuclear ca acity. 'That has been resented to 
15 us by the Navy, this is d v y  information. The havy has 
16 stated very stral htforwardly that ~ t ' s  their, ~n them 
17 judgement that tiis is an excess cspaclty that they desire to 
18 retaln. 
19 The second issue is -- relates to the review of 
20 private sector capabilities and capacity on the west coast 
21 and the east coast. On the west coast as we've noted to ou 
22 before, the proposed closure of Long Beach creates a deicit 
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I facilitized but the Navy has been very explicit with us &st 
2 they currently have no plans and do not want to have to 
3 facllitize adqltional dry docks and move that workload, if 
4 Portsmouth IS closed. 
5 Another issue that has been. brought up is that 
6 there are a number -- In fact, I think the number a 14 688 
7 Class submarines that are planned for inactivation. The 
8 current force structure levels and the lans for new 
9 submarine construction indicate that tiey do not need 

10 current1 to refuel those, that they will inactivate them. 
I 1 d e  Navy has indicated thaf they would like to have 
12  the alternative in order to malntaln or ~ncrease force 
13 structure levels of 688 or attack submarines, that they would 
14 11ke to have the optlon to refuel some of those rather than 
15 lnactlvate them depending on the uncertalntles of other parts 
16 of their submarine future, and that would require, then, 
17 additional ca acity to do refuelln s and their concern $at 
18 if ~ortsmoutft is not available to %o that, that will 11mt 
19 their o tions in that area. 
20 Are there any uestions about Portsmouth? 
21 CHAIRMAN BIXON: Are there any questions of Mr. 
22 Yellin with respect to the Navy Shipyards question. Mr. 
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KLing, Commissioner Kling? 

COMMISSIONER &LING: Thalk ou Mr. Yellin, just 
fening to the nuclear slde of ths ,  ~f %orismouth was 

w o s e d ,  Portsmouth was closed, the chart shows that we would 
5 still have 19 ercent excess capacity; correct? 
6 MR. ALLIN: YS, sir 
7 COMMlSSlO.NER KLING; And I guess that I have to ask 
s you also the question, reco n~zing that we have that and it 
9 IS. I uess, possible, even t%ough the Nav doesn't 

lo not l i e  tp use pnvate sector for the refuelng -- if we would 
r 1 ever got lnto the p~nch of that and the 19 excess capac~ty 
la wms not adequate, could we not always do that, if ~t was 

thou h to o to the private sector? :: YEL%IN: %ell that's why we have looked at 
15 w%at the N?v has done before and the fact that they have 
I6 recently finlsbkd the refuelm of the earner Entarpnse at 

ort News and the fact t&! as -- of about LO years aoo, j: z z a d  refuel+ other submannes at the private shipyar8s, 
19 that there ce r ta~dy~ap  ears to be the potentla! for that. 
LO We have not examme8 that in detall yet, but it certainly 
2 1  appears that there is potential for doing that in the private 
3 sector. 
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1 COMMISSIONER KLING: So we do know '[hat we have an 
2 excess. We would have an excess and we do have a possibility 
3 to do that as  -- because that has been done in the 
-4 MR. YELLIN: There is added.cost to do !i:$nd 

, 5 tbere may be -; and you have to certa~nly factor ~n your 
6 schedules .on tlme, on lead t~me,  ~n order to prepare the 

vate slpyards for that work, whlch ?s also r;omethmg that 
I : to be considered m prepam add~tlonal ca aclty at the - Navy ship ards for -- to do w o 4  in the other I$ docks, as I 

en t iondbefore. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: An other -- 'w COI!4MlSSlONER KCING: dcuse  me. l'm sorry. Would 

13 that -- golng to the cost stde of that -- and I ur~derstand 
I I4 that there could be some additional costs, but there is also 
1s some lar e cost savings involved here. 
16 ~ i .  YELLIN: yes, slr. 
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: Are you pretty comfortable 
18 with those numbers that we have, that were put up for the 
19 one-time and the one-time closing cost out of the annual? 
30 MR. YELLIN: Yes, slr. R e  have looked at that, an 
31 that is consistent with the other Nav shi yard COBRAS. We 
32 have looked at that and we feel t8at t i e  -- those are the 

Page 130 
I roblem, but it's something that we're certainly going to be 
2 k k i n  at in much more detail. 
3 EOMMISSIONER KLING: ~ b v l k  you. 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Klmg. 
5 Commissioner Montoya? 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Yellin, were you part of 
7 the '91 and '93 BRAC staffs ofjust -- 
8 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Both those years? 

10 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
I I COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: In previous shipyard 
12 closures, has the Navy ever looked to the outside capaclty, 
13 private sector ca aclt in those decisjons or were those made 
14 primaril for re&tributing work inslde? 
15 M&. YELLIN: Yes, sir, that's correct 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The iater, inside? 
17 MR. YELLIN: The were looked at as a 
18 redistribution within the d v y  facilities. 
19 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So Lon Beach Naval Shipyard 
20 is the first time then that they have realfy looked to the 
21 private sector as a lace to put work, specifically? 
22 MR. YELL&: yes, sir.  hat -- my recollection of 
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1 the -- I mean, I'd have to certainly go back and review that, 
2 but that was -- the private sector capaclty was not a major 
3 element of the review of the ast closures. 
4 COMMISSIONER MONqOYA: And Man Inland, as I 
5 recall, was a nuclear -- was a nuclear yard, submarine- 
6 related and where did that work go? 
7 MR. YELLIN: That work was going to be distributed 
8 primanl to Pu et Sound and Pearl Harbor, as I recall. 
9 C~MMI$SIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you. 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Montoya 
I I Conmissloner Davls? 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Yellin for the purposes 
13 of discuss~on, let's assume that ~ o r t s m ~ u t h  and Lon Beach 
14 are out of the equation, bud et constraints reclude &e 
15 procurement of additional a3vance SSNs, go  we haye.the 
16 capability with the remaining process, wlth the remaimg 
17 shl yards with facilitization, to refuel and put the 688s 
18 bacR into service? 
19 MR. YELLIN: Larry? I'd like Larry Jackson to 
20 respond to that. 
21 MR. JACKSON: Yes, sir. There is an issue there, 
22 assuming that the new SSN cannot be procured, assuming that 
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I Navy's numbers and we think they have .ken a good. hard fook 
2 at that. 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: You're comk~rtable wit11 that? 
4 MR. YELLIN: We feel comfortable with that right 
5 now. 
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: And just a last question, I 
7 know you addressed and you answered to us thal. the Navy was 

, 8 goin to, with the non-nuclear that the Navy di! intend to 
1 9 uu t%e private sector. Any questlon in your mnd, because 
1 0  we will -- if we did do Portsmouth, we yould be increasing 
! 1 1  tbe non-nuclear workload to go t o  the private sector. Any 
12 question in your mind that that 1s not capablie of being 

:13 handled? 
1 4  MR. YELLIN: One of the ma'or elements of our 
I5 analysis on the Lung Beach shipyard which is ongoing, is to 

116 look at the planned workload that was planned for Long Beach 
117 and to d e t e r m e  whether the pnvate sector along wlth 

I a diverting some of that work to other Navy facilities, whether 
~t is a viable plan or not. That is a key part of that 

lysis, but ri ht now we don't -- 
COMMI!SIONER KLING: You don't envision any? 

, -- MR. YELLIN: We don't envislon that to be a major 
I 
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I tke two shi ards are out of the equation. Given the 38-yenr 
i life of the BJ8 Class and when they were constructed we w ~ l  
3 start -- the Navy will start to see a significant drop o k  in 
4 the numbers of submannes that it has startmg about 2008. 
5 And at that point, if -- it's my understanding from 
6 everything that I've read, t a b g  wlth experts on t h s  
7 procurement issue, that if we are not procumg the new 
8 submarine at that oint, that if we're to retain sufficient 
9 nymbtxs to meet t[e JCS criteria or the bottom-u review 

10 cntena, that we will need to extend the llves of tge 688 
I I beyond the 30-year point. 
12 I have heard ublic testimon from Admiral DeMarrs 
13 indirating that the Gaval reactors, ~ A V S E A  08 is not 
14 consldenng conductkg a study to examine extending the life 
I5 of the 688s. That w ~ u s t  one aspect of the Navy speakrog 
16 there. 
17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you. 
I8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Are there any further 
19 uestions of Mr. Yellin? Are there any further questions? 
20 ?s there an comrmss~oner -- 
21 ~ ~ ~ M I S S I O N E R  COX: Mr. Chairman 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner cox? 
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COMMISSIONER COX: I just want to makesuye I I : understand your capacity chart and then the Navy's statement. 

> - 1 ; Your Cha6 7 -- 3 
MR. YELLIN: Let's go back to (hat, please. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Chart 7, please. 
COMMISSIONER COX: It shours as you all have 

I 2 projected workload. 

113 
COMMISSIONER COX: And the schedules that are 

14 alreadv in place to the extent we have them for varlous 

.' 
: 

repairs, et 'cetera? 
MR. YELLIN: The schedules that were used,as a 

basis for the certified data that the Navy used rn thelr 

7 mentioned that even if you close -- take the DOD ropsal and 
8 add Portsmouth as a closure, that we sti.11 en>up with 
9 roughly 19. percent excess capacity in the ublic yards, 

1 1  
'I" 1 0  nght, this is not counting the nvate yar s? 

MR. YELLIN: Yes. &at's based on the 2001 

analysis for this round of closures. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Ri ht. 
MR. YELLIN: Those sched$c; are constantly under 

review .md there is some change that is happenin in those, Si but typically what's happening IS, as budgets go own, 

b Page 134 
I workload has sli to the ri ht. ; I I COMMIS&%ER C O ~ :  Stretched out. And, rial1 y. 
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capacity in 2005 simp1 in 2001? 

MR. YELLIN: h a t ' s  right. Thi: is based on the 
limit of the cert~fied data analysrs for this round of 

. 
, . 

closures was 2001. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Jackson, is there more 

3 unrelated to my question, but that particular gra h also 
4 shows that we would actual1 have a deficit in t{e ubllc 
5 yards, not in the private yaris, conventional. Couh  you 
6 just handle the conventional in this 19 ercent excess 
7 nuclear eapacit o r  does that pot inclu& that? 
8 MR. YE~LIN:  There is some potentla1 for doing 
9 conventional work in the ca acity at a ship ard that is 

1 0  identified now for nuclear. %w, there is, tKat*s right. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER COX: And at Portsmouth, is it capable 
12 of handling some of this excess capacity? 
13 MR. YELLIN: Portsmouth has the capability to do 
14 conventional work, the size of their [dry docks limit -- 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: They re small? 
16 MR. YELLIN: They're small, they're really set up 
17 for submarines. My understanding IS that -- Larry, correct 
18 me if I'm wrong -- that they can put a frigate into their-dry 
19 dock, but they cannot put an thln b~gger  than that in tor a 
20 dry docklng overhaul, somet Ing t at rqulres  -- 
21 

K 5, 
COMMISSIONER COX: Some of the larger conventional 

22 ships wouldn't be able to go to Portsmouth? 

available? When you say, "We've requested it," do we expect 
to get better information should we add this to the list on 
this period, 2001 to 2005, o r  is that -- 

MR. JACKSON: The period 2001, the reason that is 
chosen is that's kind of the out year to which NAVSEA is 
planning and roughly scheduling in work. Beyond that there 
IS, obviously, some p l w g  that goes o n ~ r t ~ c u l a d y  with 
re ard to the 688s. And w e  have request the d dock 
scsedules and an indication from -- or  rather the gpiction 
from Naval reactors of exactly what the schedule -- the d 
dock schedule, the b c k m g  schedule will be for the 688 as! 
from basicall 1997 through 2005. 

C O M ~ S S I O N E R  COX: Okav. Thank vou. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, ~ommisiioner Cox. 

Comnussioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We would have 19 ercent 

excess capacity if Portsmouth was closed through fiscal Year 
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I 2001. We would be able to refuel the subs that are 
2 scheduled; is that correct? 
3 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. 
4 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: Now, being concerned about 
5 a suroe ca acrty or a decision to refuel more subs than would 
6 be sc~edu&. ~f they were being refueled, they would not be 
7 defueled, rioht? 
8 MR. BELLIN: YS, sir. 
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: So you've got a certain 

10 number of defuelin docks that are tied up? 
1 1  MR. Y E L L I ~ :  Yes. slr. 
12 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: What does it take to 
13 facilitize a dafuelino dock so you can refuel? 
14 MR. J A C K S ~ N :  Not -- this is Mr. Jackson -- not a 
15 great deal. There is a little more investment that's 
16 required: There is some training that is required. There is 
17 some tra~nlng equipments that are r uired. However,-the 
18 expenditure in terms of dollars to e?ect such a cooverslon 
19 or an increase in ca ability would not be great. 
20 M R . C O R N & L A : T ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions by 
22 any commissioner for Mr. Yellin, Mr. Reedy or Mr. Jackson? 

L I 
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I MR. YELLIN: They would not -- no, they cannot be 
2 done there. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Now, the Nav. says, des ,ite your i" 4 chart, that they will have insufficient refue ing or at feast 
5 will be so close to t h ~  ed e that the won't -- they.would be 
6 concerned about closing !$ortsmou$ They're b p n e  that, 
7  thou@^, on a d~fferent year? Your chart is showrng 2.001 and 
8 they re lookin out further from thiat to 2005? 
9 MR. Y&LIN: Yes. They are lookin out through the 

10 period where the have the bulk of the refuetngs and 
'1 1 inactivations of tKe 688 Class submarines. 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: And do we have a way to do an 
13 independent anal sis of that, is that scheduling -- 
14 MR. YELZIN: We have thzir plans by year for that 
I 5 workload. 
16 MR. JACKSON: For the period be ond 2001, however, 
17 we do not have an data at resent. $a have requested -- 
18 COMMISSI~NER C ~ X :  We don't? 
19 MR. JACKSON: We have requested such data, but we 
20 don't have it. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. So ri-ht now we couldn't 
22 say -- we're not saying that there would Re 19 percent excess 
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I (NO response.) 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any motion to be made by 
3 any commissioner with respect to this excellent presentation 
4 by these distinzuishul co Ie? 
s MR. KLTNG: d.  Ehairman. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling? 
7 M O T I O N  
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: This is a difficult one, 
9 needless to say, however, based on the information that Mr. 

1 0  Yellin and his staff has presented here today, I would move 
1 1  that the Portstnouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, be added 
12 to the list of,bases to be considered by the Commission for 
13 closure, real~gnment as a pro osed change to the list of 
1 4  recommendations submitted ty the Secretary of Defense. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion 
16 put by Comnussroner K l ~ n  
17 COMMISSlONER 8ARNELLA: Mr. Chairman. 
I S  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella? 
19 COMMlSSIONER CORNELLA: 1 second that motion. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling has moved and 
21 Co~nmissioner Cornella has seconded a motion to put Portsmouth 
22 Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, on the list. Are there any 
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I further comments from any commissioner before counr,el calls 

roll? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman. (r CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Dav~s? 

5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I'd like to register my deep 
6 concern that we're toying with this nation's and the Un~ted 
7 States Navy's ability to meet future contingencies in the 
8 nuclear arena; however, I will not oppose the motion. 
9 CHAIRMAN DAVIS: The counsel will call the roll. 

10 MS. CREEDON: Comrmssioner Kllng? 
L I COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA. Mr. Chairman, if I might, 1 

114 also would like to editorialize just for a moment. This is a 
I S  ve , very difficult call, because the Navy has in the 
I6 m% some tough calls in this Brea in closing sh lpyar lz t  
17 however, I feel that the analysis for Long Beach and 
18  Portsmouth.have not had the symmetry to satisfy me in the 

1 9  face of closmg one of those yards and for that reason, I'm 
10 going to vote a e. 

MS. CR~EDON:  Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, l strongly 

I 
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I endorse the words of Commissioner Davis about the concern I 2 about the tential lone-term abil/ty to do war fighting by 
3 the U.S. I& if ou close the ~hlpyard. I vote nay. 
4 MS. C ~ E ~ O N :  C o m s s l o n e r  Steele? 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Nay. 
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 

ON: Mr. Chairman, the ayes a n  six and 

DIXON: The ayes are six and the nays are 
Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, is added 

Mr. Yellin? 
MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. Please put up Slide 10. 

The,next categoy that we're gojng to discuss,, a_s I mentioned 
-- earl~er, this is klnd of a compos~te category of five 

I I I 
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1 activities oin on in Oakland, and our indications,are that 
2 the Navy %as teen moving the supply res onsibilitia to other 
3 sup ly centers on the West Coast and in t i e  Pacific as part 
4 of tpeir normal workload adjustments. 
5 And, in fact, nght now a large number of the 
6 people that are currently occupying facilities at Oakland are 
7 tenants of the supply center; and a prox~mately one-thrd of 
8 the current employees of the supp$ center are there and 
9 employed not ~n typical suppl center functions, but they're 

1 0  currently really actmg as,k!elof support for  the tenants 
I I and the supply center activities there as kind of a landlord- 
12 type arrangement. 
13 We've included the COBRA results from the Navy's 
14 COBRA th3t was done for the supply center and mdicated the 
I S  personnel tigures also that are proposed ln that closure 
16 scenario. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Yellin, if I could ask 
18 uest~on about that one, before you go on. As I recall in 
19 $3, at lrast the a! ument and the reason y e  didn't close 
20 this particular faclEty -- even though we did close other 
21 ma'or facll~ties, and which this mi ht have been considered a 
22 foliower -- was because at least at f i e  time they said that 
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1 roughly, I believe it was 80 percent of their work had 
2 not&pg to do with Alamula and yi tb  Mare Island and, 
3 therefore, they shouldn't be considered a follower -- they 
4 were serving the fleet, I believe. And the numbers seemed to 
5 back them up at that time. 
6 I just want to make sure that what I'm hearing you 
7 sayin is while that may have been true in 1993 our, at 
8 least,f ook at the moment shows that they really aren't 
9 providin a reat deal of work to the Pacific fleet. 

1 0  MR. ~ L L I N :  Our un+erstand,ng nght now from 
I I review of the data and discussions wlth personnel m the 
12 Navy, that there has been some workload adjustments. Right 
13 now1 c q o t  give you a spec~fic ercentage of their workload 
14 that is being performed for out orthearea. 
15 But as you,recall, the concerns 1n '93 related to, 
16 on top of the major wonomc Impact in the Oakland/Alameda 
17 area, was the fact that the Navy analysis mentioned only as a 
18 follower activity to rovide local support when that was not 
19 a large ma-jority of tpeir work. However, the N?vy 
20 cont~nually moves workload around between facilltles like 
21 this and nght now it appears that a slgnifi-t part of that 
22 work has been moved -- the Western Pac i t~c  and support for 
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I different bases that the Secretary of the Navy had indicated 
2 to us in his recommendations and his report to the Commission 
3 that these are recommendations that would have been included 
4 in his ljst, but because he was concerned about the 'ob 
5 losses ~n Califomla and Guam that he had r e m o v d h e m .  
6 I'd like to o to Slide number 11, pleas,e. This is 
7 the Fleet and inkstrial  Supply Center at Oakland, 
8 California. FISCIOakland was a recommendation of the Navy 
9 for closure in '93 as a follower activity to the: other 

10 closures that the Navy had pro osed m '93 in the 
I I Oakland/Alameda and Mare &and areas 
12 The Navy has indicated, in fact, t& military "slue 
13 of the FISCIOakland as the seventh of e~ght.  The e ~ g h t  of 
14 ei ht in military value is the supply center in Charleston, 
Ir w&ch,thq Navy has also p roposg  for elosurt~. There is a 
16 very significant excess ca acity In thls cate ory. Most of 
17 the Navy's customers in t i e  San ~ r a n c i s c o f 3 a ~  area were 
I8 closed in '93. As I mentioned, the Nav had proposed this 

closure; and, ~n fact, as part of the $mrmssion 

t ~ o n  that was co-located with the supply center. 
-endations in '93 we dig close the D1.A warehousing 

The Navy has been -- we have been reviewing the 
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I other Navy facilities had been moved to other areas. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: And I just want to ask a 
3 question because I'm not sure. You mentioned that one of the 
4 other reasons was the cumulative economic impact to Alameda 
5 and Mare Island were certalnl large faclllties that we 
6 closed in this area in 1993. d e  number that you have on 
7 economic im act does include the cumulative economic impact? 
8 MR. FELLIN: That is the staff assessment of that. 
9 That's not data from the Navy. If this was added we would go 

10 back in and confirm this with the Defense Department, with 
1 1 the Navy, that these are the correct numbers. 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Thank you very much. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions, 
14 from an Commissioners, of Mr. Yellin on his presentation? 
15 ( d o  response.) 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any motion to be made? 
17 Director Lylw. 
18 MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, there are five activities 
19 in this categor . I think it might be he1 ful for-the 

21 lf that's agreeable. 
P 20 Commission i r ~ l e r  just runs through a 1 five nght quickly. 

22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. All right. Please do that, 
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1 shipbuilding at Long Beach is proposed as a closure by the 
2 Navy. The Navy secretary removed the, SUPSHIP's office in the 
3 San Francisco area, whlch had, been ~ d e n t ~ t ~ e d  by the Navy's 
4 base closure,group as a otentlal c1o:;ure. 
5 The msslons of S~PSHIP 'S  oftlces are to contract 
6 and manage the construction an? repair work on Navy ships 
7 that are located in the geographic arfa surrounding the 
8 SUPSHIP's office -- work that's done by the private sector. 
9 The reason why Long Beach is proposai for closure is that the 

10 Naval Station at Long Beach has been closed and the ships are 
1 I leavin the Long Beach area. 
12 h e  Navy plso closed most of their ship locations 
13 in the San Francisco Bay area and, as a result, the workload 
1 4  for this office is dramatically dwlln~ng. And as you can 
15 see there are only 37 -- the rejection 1s that there would 
16 on1 be 37 employees left tbkrk. And that's our 
17 undicrstanding of the reasons why that was proposed as a 
18 closure. 

- 
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19 An uestions7 
20 C~A?RMAN ~ I X O N :  Cornmissioner Cox. 
21 COMM1SSION.ER COX: Mr. Yellin, on that one, is this 
22 37 people left, is thls what we would call a below threshold 

- 
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1 MR. YELLIN: If you can put up Slide 15, please. 

2 The final base in this category is public works center, Guam. 
3 Public work centers are set up -- and, again, I should 
4 robably defer to Commission Montoya, but I'll give it a shot 
5 for the description here -- public work centers are set up in 
6 areas where ou have multlple facilities, multiple Navy 
7 facilities or har ine  Corps or even other facilities like Air 
8 Force on Guam, where there are separate publlc works 
9 departments. 

10 And it's advantageous, in order to save on 
I I overhead, to minir~uze multiple vehicle maintenance 
12 facilities, for exampI,e, to set up a centralized command to 
13 consol~date these actlvlties In an area. And that had been 
14 done on Guam, and the public work center at Guam provides 
15 thls su port to all the actlv~tles on Guam. 
16 #owever, the other recommendations that have been 
17 resented to us by the Navy this year would consolidate the 
18 &avy ,activities on Guam under an umbrella compnd , ,  Naval 
19 ActlvltleslGuam. T plcally, what would.happen In thls i 20 circumstance would e that Instead of maintaining a se arate 
21 command structure at a public works center, you woul 2 
22 eliminate that command structure, save a few jobs and create 
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1 Sound area, near Bangor and Silverdale, Washington. And they 
2 also have this one in San Bruno and San Francisco. 
3 In '93 the Navy came back to the Commission 
4 requested a realignment of what was called westem dlvlsion 
5 at that time, now it's called en ineerir~g~field activity 
6 west, to realign that and to r d c e  its msslon down.to k i n g  
7 rimarily when the Navy bases close there, to be ppnynly a 
8 g a a  closure support oftlce w ~ t h  a much reduced rmsslon and I; staffin?. . 

h ~ s  is a follow-on step to that, which would be 
I I for the actual closure of the command in San Bruno, in the 
12 San Francisco area. ,However, there would be eople that 
13 would re ulre to be in the area to support the dP ~rect  -- and 
I4 this is on& a small number of eople -- to support the 
15 actual actlons ~nvolved In ~ m p  ementlng the base closures. P 
16 They would remain there, but they would become then a branch 
17 office of the southwestprn division in San Diego. And this 
I8 1s the COBRA results for that. 
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Yellin, this is below 
20 threshold, as well'? 
21 MR. YELLIN: Yes, it is. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 

w. 
: 

. 

, 
' 
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1 Mr. Yellin. 
2 MR. YELLIN: Yes, sir. Please put up Slide 12; and 
3 y o u c a n t a k e d o ~ 1 0 a n d l l .  
4 The next of the five bases that wt:re removed for 
5 job loss reasons IS the Naval Warfare Assessment Drvlsion in 
6 Corona, Californl?. Thls IS a Nav ta,hnlcal center and in 
7 the Navy's analys~s, when they d d t h e i r  reviews of technical 
8 centers to come up with otentlal closu~res, this facdity was Y 9 identified as a potentral c osure m all clf the scenarlo runs 

1 0  for that category. 
11 The proposal involves closing the facilit and 
12  redirectm its workload to three s~tes:  Navy Jest Grad 
13 School in%onterey; the Naval Air Warfare Center st China 
14 Lake; and the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Crane. Indiana. 
15 which do similar functions to the worlc done at Corona. 
16 The COBRA is listed here. As you note, the one- 
17 time costs of $76 million do include a significant amount of 
18 construction. That's the reason why that IS a three ear II 19 payback, rather than an tmmedlate one as some o f t  e others 
20 we've looked at. However, the annual savings of $21 million 
21 that are shown in the,Navy's COBRA. 
22 Go the next, Sllde 13, please. Supervisor of 

2 
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then a ublic works de artment that would be an element of 
the um!rella commanzand the Naval activities command. 

And that was the initial plan of the Nav And as 
ou can see, 558 billets withln the ublic wor Yc. s center are 

gaing eliminated based on workloas reductions in Guam; 676 
billets remain at the public works center. We do not have 
the exact number, but ~ t ' s  a rnini~nal number of those would be 
eliminated and saved if the ublic works center were closed. 

We do not have a C O ~ ~ R A  analysls from the Navy on 
that. Most of the people at public works centerlGuam would 
stay d o ~ n g  the same work the 're doing now, the missions i!, would stay; they would then e workin instead of for the 
public works center they would be worting for Naval 
activities/Guam. 

On? of: the elements of the ublic works center's 
responslbllltles they control and Rave on their books all of 
the family housing on Guam. And that has been an issue that 
I know came up durlng the Cornmissioner visits to Guam, there 
wer: some community concerns about t h ~  Navy's retention of 
partlcularl one hous ln~~  area at Naval h r  StatronIAgana 
atter that Ecility was cPosed: , & ~ d  those houses are part of 
the public works centers facllltles. 
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I recommendation? 
2 MR. YELLIN: Yes. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: 
4 that means 1s that the Defense 
5 or wlthout us, if they wanted 

. 

. 

I I 
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6 could -- 
7 MR. YELLIN: That's our understanding, too, that 

8 the Navy Department could close this facility without Base 
9 Closure actions. 

10 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank ou. 
1 1  MR. YELLIN: Go to Slide 14, En ineering 
12 field activity west in San Bruno, that's in the San $rancisco 
13 area. En ineering field divisions -- and maybe I should 
14 defer to 8 omrnisslongr Montoya -- but engineering tiel? 
15 divisions are responsible for providln facility eng~neerlng 
16 and facility management FTpertlsr anbsupport to cornrnmds. 
17 And the Naval Facllltles Engineerin Commanp has 
I8 attempted Lo locate thqse sup rt centers, kese$-ivlsrons 
19 and activities, in locatrons w E" ere there are sitwlt~cant 
20 fleet actlvlties. On the West Coast thq ~ a v ~ % a s  an, 
21 activity, their primar one 1s In San Dlego with thew fleet 
22 concentration there. b e y  also h,ave a location in the Puget 
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I only looked at the DOD recommendations, but that you gu 5 at 
I least -- if not us, personally -- have considered evrr k s e  
3 in the United States as a potential for an add to thlsEst. 
4 I wonder ~f ou could tell me whether we have g j considered every ase that's below threshold, or did we just 
6 look at above threshold bases? 
7 MR. BOWEN.: We have not looked at all of the below 
Y threshold actlvltles m the Umted States. 
r COMMISSIONER COX: Have we looked at any below 

$hold activity that wasn't recommended by the Department 
efense? 

MR. LYLES: Commissioner, I'd have to think on that 
:3 for a while and, really I'm not sure I could answer that 
i 4  without discyssjng wrtL the staff. Let me just rnake clear 
; j that often actrvlties on a base are below threshold. And 
:6 when you look at a specific base there might a 11umber of 
:7 activltles on that base, an number of whlch could be: 
:8 cons~dered as candidates for realignment and some of those 
:9 would be below threshold. 
10 Acfually, I believe in s o m ~  of the discussions on 
11 tactile mssile maintenance I belleve there were some areas 
2 that we were reviewing that might have been below threshold. 

L I 1 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr. 

'in on this fine resentation before we entertain motions? 
COMM~SSI~NER STEELE: Mr. Cha~rrnan. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steelt:. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I just have a brief comment 

regarding the Guam initiative. When Mr. Cornella and I were - there he mentioned -- in discussions wl!h the citizens of 
3 Guam there was concern over thls housing ~ssue  ar~d 
J Commissioner Comella had brought that up subsequently In a 
a met ing with the Navy that 1 also attended, and we haven't 
: received a,response,yet from the Navy regarding that housing. 

So just lookln at that area, the on1 way that we 
j could move forwar$ should that be fe?sigle, would be to add 
1 this. And I just wanted to clanfy that IS the case, 
i correct? 
o MR. YELLIN: Yes, that's right. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thanlc you. 
j CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank ou, Co~n~nissioner Steele. 
r Are there an questions of Mr. ~ e f i i n ?  Cornmissioner Cox. 

10 COM~SSIONER COX: Maybe Mr. L ies or Mr. Borden 
:I would answer these -- it's not urte in the Xavy area. The 1 -? Chainnan indicated that when we ooked at our review we not 
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I that a comunissioner will visit all of the below thresh018 
2 bases as well? 
3 MR. LYLES: I wouldn't sa that's our policy, 
4 commissioner, or our pract~cc. d have had comrmssi?ners 
5 visit below threshold ms~l la t lons ,  where there w q  a hlgh 
6 -- you know, an rnterest in the actlvlty that was golng on 
7 there. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: But we haven't - unlike with 
9 major bases, where we've committed that a commissioner will 

10 visit each ,major base, we haven't at least committed that we 
I I would vlsrt ever below threshold base hst. 
I? MR. L Y L ~ S :  That's correct. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: .Mr. Chairman? 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commiss~oner Montoya. 
15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I belizve I know where Ms. 
16 Cox is oin with her questioning, and1 generally support 
17 where s%evs%eaded, however, these act~vttles, for me, 
18 represent a whole.different issue. And the fact that they're 
19 ut rn the table ot the Secretar of the Navy, and 
20 Eighlighted as being there, anl then taken off for economic 
21 reasons -- t h ~  GAO has made an rssue of them. 
22 Me herng on the road, I have heard other states say 

Page 153 
1 So I wouldn't say we've ruled it -- 
2 COMMlSSlONER COX: Involved with bases that were 
3 above threshold and were being considered @ r  other reasons? 
4 MR. LYLES: Actlv~tles, not necessarrly bases. 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Activities. 
6 MR. LYLES: So I can think of an example or two off 
7 the top of my head where we  have discussed some activities 
a that mi ht be below threshold, ,but I certainly couldn't say 

1 9 we've k k e d  at every actrvlty in the Unrted States that 1s 
I 10 below threshold. 
/ I 1  

COMMISSIONER COX: How many activities in the 
1 2  United States do ou think there are that are below 
13 threshold? Ten, $0, 100? 

MR. LYLES: Well, you see, any activity on a 
15 military base that you Isolate coul? be In that category. If 
16 there IS a motorpool at an lnstallat~on and the: Department 
17 wants to realign it, that could be considered an activit . 

C H A I R M G  D&ON: So, thousands. hundreds'? 
A ~d most moto 001s robably would be below threslold. 

MR. LYLES: If you look at ma'or in:;tallations, 
we started the mcess m 1988, +believe there were 

22 somewhere around 49.5 major installations. If you look at all 
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1 the jnstallations in the United States you're robably 
1 talkrne 3,000 or 4,000; maybe as hrgh as 5,600. 
3 50, no, we have not, lp any stretch of the 
4 imaginahon, looked at all of the mstallat~ons in the United 
5 States. But we do look at many actlvlt~es. 1x1 fact, many of 
6 your reserve activities are below threshold. 
7 xx 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: All eght. And, in fact,.we've 
9 looked at any below threshold faclllty, o r  opportunity, or 

10 activity where the Department of Defense has recommended it 
I 1 to us, even though they didn't have to. Where they've taken 
12 the position that they would like us to look at it because it 
13 gives them an inde endent review, because, for a variety of 
14 reasons, the DOD gps recommend+ that y e  l w k  at it --we 
15 have looked at all of those -- and wrll contrnue to, I 
16 assume. 
17 MR.. BORDEN: Yes, yes -- a number of those that 
18 we -- I thlnk we've made somewhere around 50 base vlsrts. 
19 And those were generally those that would -- that need some 
20 threshold, not necessarily the threshold that's ro the 
2 1  statute. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: I see -- SO, it's our policy 
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1 why is the Navy giving California desperate treatment for 
2 these particular activitres? Why don't we get that k d  of 
3 treatment? My concern -- and not to conslder them -- is the 
4 fact that by not considering them, we rati what the Navy 
5 has done, and I assure ou that trying to c ose those bases, "( 
6 us taking no action at tKis point in tlme, will be tantamount 
7 to closing a post office. 
8 And I thlnk, Mr. Chairman, ou've -- all the. ears 
9 in ublic that you've been in, you &ow what it's 12e to try 

10 a n i c l o ~ ~  the ost office, no matter how bi it is in a 
1 I community. And so that's my concern witf these particular 
12 bases that have been identified, and when the time comes, I'm 
13 going to move to Include them. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Let me just point out that -- 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox -- 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: -- no other state would want to 
17 have been singled out this way for Nav treatment. The truth z 18 in the matter IS the only reason we wou d look at these bases 
19 is because the Navy singled out a below threshold base. And 

what I was tryln to get to before, 1s that there 1s no 8 :: 26Gbe1ow threshold ase in the country that has b a n  
22  singled out by, frankly, the Navy making what GAO and others 
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Pa e 158 I I do. We don't need to look at anything below thresholf that 
2 isn't thrown in our la s. pe flip side of that argument, 
3 these were on the -- tfe onglnal recq~nmendations m the 
4 Navy, and I thnk that ~t does make it a bit of a separate 

catego%at I think we haven't addressed h e n  that would 
7 be helpful to me, and hopefully, it's ve brief -: those 
8 recommendations that are below threshxd, looking at the 
9 issue regarding those two. Maybe that would help us 

10 determme how to further look or not further look at the 
1 1  below thresholds. Do you have any coniments re arding those 
12 insta~lations on the merit or lack of merit of dosure -- 
13 consideration for closure? 
14 MR. YELLIN: Well, the supt:rvisor ship buildin and 
15 the engkee*g field activity are the two.under thresholi. 
16 As I've mdicated, the retent~on of th~em in staffs oplnlon 
17 does not fit the typ~cal msslon requirements, or the typical 
18 requirements of the Navy.that woultl need to have a 
19 su rintendent of ship bullding in a11 area, or an.en ineering P" 20 tie d activity m an area. That -- go ahead, ~ d m r a f  
21 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'm going to add to his 
22 comments. 

19 ~ec rza ry  of Defense. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commiss,ioner Steele. 

21 Is there a second to that motion by the d~stmgulshd 
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I M O T I O N  
2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And I'd like to preface my 
3 motion by sayin I think all of us Commissioners, and 
4 certainly the stak, appreciate the concept of cumulative 
5 economic impact. And I applaud the Nav for being couragcaus 
6 and gettino up front and telling us rigit up f m t  on the 
7 first day, &at they had made some decisions based on 
8 cumulative impact. 
9 But given that the other services did not -- or at 

10 least did not appear to publlcl -- the fact of the matter 
1 I is, to level the playing field, ?believe that we need to 
12 look at these a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  that were excluded because of 
13 cuinulative economic impact, and put everybody on a more equal 
14 footin . 
15 {O I move that the Fleet Industrial Supply Center, 
16 Oakland, California; and the Naval Warfare Assessment 
17 Division, Corona, California, beadded to the list of bases 
18 to be considered by the Comrmssion for closure or 
19 realignment, as a proposed chanoe to the list recommendations 
20 submtted b the Secreta ofiefense. 
21 C H A ~ M A N  D I X ~ N :  COMMISSIONER STEELE? 
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I second that motion. 

' 

, 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is moved by Commissioner Robles 
2 and seconded by Commissioner Steele. Is there any further 
3 comment upon this? Commissioner Cox. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 just want to make sure these 
5 two are above threshold, is that correct? 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: That is correct. They're two 
7 above threshold. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: These two are above threshold. 
9 MR. YELLIN: Yes, the are, 

1 0  CHAIRMAN DIXON: h a t  is correct. Commissioner 
I 1 Cox's comment is accurate. Are there any further comments? 
12 The counsel will call the roil. 
13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 
18 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 

122 Commissioner? - 

Page 157 
1 have considered to be a political issue out of a non- 
2 political issue. 
3 If in fact these bases should close, the Navy has 
4 every abilit to closc them, ?s !hey do with eve other 
5 below thresKold w. And if ~t weren't for theyad luck of 
6 the Navy hap mog to not~ce them, and ding a re ort a 
7 statement in tE i r  report which was totally unrelatJto the 
8 BRAC process, these fojks wouldn't be singled out at all. So 
9 I will be very surprised ~f any other stale would like to be 

10 treated in thls manner. 
1 1  And, you know, I don't view it as a lus for 
12 California or the b- that are below thres!old. It's 
13 ckarly been a negative. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: WeU, I want to thank Commissioner 
15 Cox, pnd Commi?sioner Montoya for so eloquentb expressing 
16 the d~fferent lnts of vlew on thls im ~ortant subject. 
I7 COMI~?SSIONER STEELE: d r .  Chairman? 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there anybody else that wants 
19 to make an eloquent resentation? Co~mrmssioner Steele? 
20 COMMISSION E!' R STEELE: I don't guarantee it will be 
21 eloquent, I'm just robably throwing a wrench in the works 
22 here. But, on a hoye, I Iwk at it that we've got plenty to 
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1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
5 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
7 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are eight ayes 
8 and no nays. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion is adopted. Are there 

10 any further motions with res ect to this subject matter? 
I I COMMISSIONER S T ~ L E :  I have a motion, Mr. 
1 2  Chainnan. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele? 
14 M O T I O N  
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I move that the Public .Works 
16 Center, Guam, be added to the list of bases to be considered 
17 b the Co~nmission for closure or realignment, as a proposa 
I8 cianee to the list of recommendations submitted by the 

: ' 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
2 CO~?~~~SSIONER MOM"TYA: I *was the com~nanding oftipar 
3 of that activity some ears ago, when it wasa big activ~ty. 
4 But I thnk that it's a i o  different, m that ~t IS a 
5 stand-alone command on a stand-alone, rather large co~nplex in 
6 an area of real estate that could well benefit troin the 
7 results of the BRAC process, if we: should decide to close it. 
a So, ~t !s a blt d~fferent than your normal under threshold 
9 activltles. 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Colnlnissioner Montoya and 
1 I Commissioner Steele -- our quesrion was ver eloquent,. I 
12 think. Are there any ot%r questions to M r  Ll l in  on th~s  
13 important subject matter? Is there: any mot~on for the Chair 
14 to entertain, with res ect to the presentation of Mr. Yellln? 
15 C O M ~ I S S I O N ~ R  ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 
16 make a motion. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Co~mmissioner Robles. 
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MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? l i CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are seven ayes. 

4 and one recusal, and no nays. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion is adopted. Ar,e there 
6 any further motions in connection with this presentatton? 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, Mr. Cha~rman. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
(I COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And if my motion should 

.s, I will volunteer to be the cornrnissroner ot the visits 
hese two below threshold activities. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're a brave man, commissioner. 
M O T I O N  

14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Especially :;incq I said I 
15 was stationed at one of them once. Therefore, I will move 
16 tbat the Engineering Field Activity West Naval Facilities 
17 E n g i n ~ m g  Command, San Bruno, Cal~forn~a, and the 
18 Superv~sory Shl Building Convers~on and Repair, San 
19 Francisco, caligrnia, be.aMed to the list of base: to be 
20 considered by the Comrmss~on for closure or fial~gnment as i 
21 proposed changed to the list of  rccorn~nendations sub~nitted by 
22 the Secretary of Defense. 
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1 .  . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Com~ni;rsioner --k Montoya. 
2 Is there a second'! 2 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman? 3 
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commiss~oner K11n 4 
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: I second Admiral d ~ n t o y a ' s  5 
6 motion recognizing full well that I'm going to be joining him 6 
7 as well, I can see, m the attendance to those locat~ons. 7 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It's moved. and seconded. 8 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, those who 
2 are desirous of stayln are welcome to sta . Those who have 
3 observed their parts of this proceedmg a n i  have no further 
4 interest, if you d be kind enough to exit the room as  quietly 
s as possible. We thank you for accommodating everybody m 
6 that connection. Director Lyles? 
7 MR, LYLES: Mr. Cha~nnan, Ed Brpwn, the.chief of 
8 the c o m s s ~ o n ' s  Army revlew and analys~s team wlll present 
9 the final briefing of the day, and that one is on Army 

1 0  issues. 
I I MR. ED BROWN: Mr. Chairman? 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're delighted to have you, Mr. 
13 Brown. 
14 MR. ED BROWN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
15 Chairman and commissioners, the Arm team is pleased to Y 16 provide you informat~on on those insta lat~ons to be 
17 cons~dered as add~t~ons to the defense secretary's 

I I8 recommendations of  March 1st. I have with me Mr. Rick Brown, 
19 and Mr. Mike Kennedy, who will assist in responding to your 

2 0  quest~ons. The first chart -- 
2 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Brown is no relation to you, 
2 2  Mr. Brown? 

A- 

9 there an comment b an commissioner regarding this motion? 
lo  ~ O M M I S S I ~ N E $  CORNELLA: Yes, Mr. Chatrman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella? 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would just like to say 

13 regarding the motion, that given the considehtion that w& 
14 received over 50 other installations under threshold for 
15 consideration during this round, I believe that is a factor 
16 and I would lend my support to this motion. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think Commissioner Cornella for 
18 that comment. Are there any further cornmt:nts? 

I No res onse.) 
&3AI&AN DIXON; Counsel will call the roll. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Mo~~toya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Ayc:. 
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MR. ED BROWN: He is not, Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We don't care for nepotism around 

here. 
MR. ED BROWN: The first chart shows the 14 

categories into which the Army divided its installations for 
cons~deration. The shaded categories have installations to 
be considered as additions to the defense secretary's 
recommendations. I have included a miscellaneous category to 
indicate an installation not considered b the Army, but 
affected by a defens~ agency recornmen 2 ation. 

The cross serv~ce team has already d~scussed Army 
installations in the depot cate ory. We will discuss those 9 in the forts, leases, and misce laneous cate ones. Chart 2, 
and the map on chart 3, show the Army's %ree port 
installations in the order of their relative militar value, Z as determined by the Army. Sunny Point, Nort Carolma, is 
the sole Army terminal that plans, coordmates, and executes 
movement of ammunition, and other dangerous cargo. 

Therefore, the Army did not stud ~t for closure, 
or redllwment. The Arm selected boti Bayonne Military 
Ocean b r m i n a ~ ,  and oakrand Army Base, tor study, but 
recommended only Bayonne for closure. Oakland Army Base, 

I 
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I either the east or the west coast, is that correct? 
2 MR. RICK BROWN: The preliminary information that 
3 we have right now, Comnyss~oner Cox, IS that there are 11 
4 port plannlng orders In existence that -- 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: And these are from -- 
6 MR. RICK BROWN: -- that cover east, gulf, and west 
7 coast. I do not, at this time, have a break down of where 
8 those port planning orders exist. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Are these emergency planning 

1 0  order? h 

1 1  MR. RICK BROWN: Commissioner, the port lanni,ng 
12 orders are a nonbinding letter of Intent between t!e rmlltary 
13 traffic management command, and the commercial operators of 
I4 the.f?cilities, on the orderly transfer of the port 
15 faclllt~es from a comqerclal car o o eratlon to a military 
16 cargo operation m a time of decfar$emergency. And, if 
17 existing PPO is executed as its plan, then normal commercral 
1 8  procedures would be used to obtain the port services. 
19 There are other absent PPO there -- if the port is 
20 needed m a declared emer enc , there are legal an4bindin 
21 mcnns available. through t ie  d n t l m e .  ~drmnistr?t l~n for t i e  
22 mlitary to obtain use of the commerclal port facllitles. 

w 
4 

' 

, 
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1 California, has been recommended as a calndidate for further 
2 consideration. 
3 Chart 4. highlights the Army's stationing strategy 
4 for ports, whlch is to mainpin thq capabillt 2 lo erojwt the 5 Army's power from Atlantic, Paclfic, ant1 ulf oasts, while 
6 maintainmg.the capability to shlp unique cargo, not allowed 
7 in commerclal ports. .Chart 5 contams data associated with 
8 DOD's recommendation to close Bayome, and the option to 
9 close Oakland. 

10 It is a parent that one-time costs, steady state B 11 savings, an return on investment are more attractive for 
12 Oakland, than for Bayonne. The reasons cited by the Anny for 
13 rejecting Oakland was it's closure does riot justif 
i r  o erational risks, but, as GAO pointed out, the l r m y  did not 
15 egborate on what those risks are. Howc:ver, the Army did 
la identify the issues shown on chart 6 ,  in this letter of May 
17 8th to the commission. 
18 These risks can be associated with flexibilit , f 19 availability, and responsiveness. In testimony be ore this 
20 comnussion, the Secretary of the Amy and hls back-up 
21 witnesses, provided the comments shown m the middle column 
22 of this chart, of rationale for not recommending Oakland for 
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1 closure. Staff comments are in the right column. 
2 An important point to conslder IS; that the analysis 
3 that su gested dela s of 3 to 17 days in arrival time, also 
4 stated &at the,numger of units, missin,* required delivery 
5 dates, is not slgnlficant. We are prepared or your 
6 questions. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there an questions by any K 8 commissioners concernin the resentatioil by r. Ed Brown'? 
9 COMMISSIONE~ C ~ X :  Mr. Chairman? 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comrni:jsioner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Brown, basically what the I: Army has said, as I understand it, IS that they have two east 

13 coast ports. In any case, there are a lot of extra 
14 commerc~al ports on the east coast. ?hey have only one west 
15 coast Army port, and there are fewer commercial ports on the 
16 west coast, and, therefore, despite tht: numbers, for 
17 strategic reasons, they belleve that they would need to keep 
18 one o en on each coast, as th~y've done. 
19 ? wonder ,f you could llst for us the east coast 
20 ports, and the west coast ports? 
21 MR. ED BROWN: I don't have a complete listing of 
22 the total number of ports, Mrs. Cox. I defer to their 

I 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: And the testimony we had with 
2 regard to Bayonne from the New YorWNew Jerse Port Authority 
3 -- that !hey understood rhat MARAD was in t ie  process or 
4 beginn~no the process of looking at the use of commercial 
5 ports, an2 that no, certainly, final agreements had been 
6 reached. Is that not correct? 
7 MR. RICK BROWN: In the case of Bayome, and the 
8 New York Port Authority, until May of 1993, there were 
9 existino port plamlng orders in existence in the New York 

10 area. That was because at that time, Bayonne was m a state 
1 1  of reduced operational capability. Once Bayonne returned to 
12 operational ca ability, the Mantime Administration revoked 
13 those three P$OS at that polnt m time. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: And what are the major 
15 differences between Anny cargo and commercial cargo? What 
16 kinds of issues would be looking at these commercial ports? 
17 MR. RICK BROWN: Commissioner, from my preliminary 
18 analysis, w~ th  the possible exce tion of on-s~te stag~ng of 
19 equipment, there is no activity $ one on an M y  port facility 
20 that is not accoinplished in either another servlces port 
21 facility, or within a cornmerclal port facilit . 
22 As regards to on-site staging, I woul d like to 
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1 judgment that there are more ports on the east coast 
2 available to them, than those on the west coast. 
3 COMMISSIONER KLINC: Mr. Brown, Co~ninissioner -- 

4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: 1 guess it's fair to say, 
6 however, that when we vlslted -- 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Bayome. 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: -- Bn onne, I think we were 
9 told, un uivocally, that the usage ofthe ports on the east 

l o  coast a r 3 l l e d  up, and, in fact, if I remember, the, 
1 1  commercial is uslng part of Bayom,e as well, at thls time. 
12 Isn't that what was correct? 
13 MR. RICK BR0.W: Rick Brown, Co~n~nissioner -- that 
14 is correct. And that is also one of the service's 
15 contentions on the west coast, is that the colmnercial 
16 facilities are operating at near capacity. 
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: So I think we're on a conlrnon 
18 playin round, is all I'm kind of :saying. 
19 ~ ~ M M I S S I O N E R  COX: No, I -- there arecertainly 
20 issues that ap ly to both, east and w ~ s t  coast. In fact, ! 
a don't .@ow, gut my understand1n.g; from the testii1,ony 1s rhat 
22 the ml~tary  has no agreements with any commercial port on 
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1 point out that on-site staging is the exception,. rather than 
2 the rule, because in use ot commerc~al ports, ~t is routlne 
3 for military trafic to be staged off the commercial 
4 facility, and then packages called forward to the port 
5 facility, when the ackacye is read to load. 
6 COMMISSI~NEIP COX: % most Army cargo 
7 containerized? 
8 MR. RICK BROWN: Most Army container cargo -- most 
9 of it, I couldn't say. Much of it is not, however, as we saw 

10 in Bayonpe, there are tlat racks and sea sheds that allow non 
1 I -- or rolling stock and equipment that is not.normally 
12 conta~nerlzed to he loaded on a container shlp, by use of 
13 these particular ieces of ec ui ment. 
14 COMMIS~IONER Cbz: And are there differences 
15 between the way cargo IS moved between the Army and 
16 commercial'? Ainmunltlon, for example? 
17 MR. RICK BROWN: I would llke to point out that 
18 during Desert Storm, the service did move ammunition through 
19 comn~ercial facilities. The Army's rationale, as we 
20 ungerstand it ,  for keeping,Sunny. Point, and not including it 
?I in its analyys, 1s because I! provlded the service a 
22 capability tor bulk ammunition, and was a large enough 
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 

3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Ste le?  
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 

5 6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
7 it from study. 7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
J COMMlSSlON.ER COX: In excluding it.. But, it we -- 8 COMMISSIONER COX: NO. 
9 and that was the rat~onale, I presume, used for not putting 9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 

1 0  Oakland on -- that they don't have any other port cm the west 1 0  COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
I I coast that would be secure where you would not helve the I I MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
i2 hazardous -- 1 2  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
13 MR. RICK BROWN: Inthe  Secretary of the Arm 's 13 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are seven ayes 
14 testimony, he stated that his ratloqale for l o t  reco!nmcnJng I4 and one na s. 
15 Oakland was for the operational r ~ s k  assoc~ated wlth the I S  CO~MISSIONER COX: The motion carries: Mr. Ed 

l6 F' tential of including that in his list. So he exclutled it 16 Brown, to make a resentation concemng Army depots. 
17 rom an o erational risk cate ory. 17 MR. ED BRBWN: Mr. Chairman, the next catego 
18 CO&MISSIONER ~ 0 % :  Thank you. I S  leases. ,C)?r.t 7 shows thy 15 leases the Army analyzed. rh; 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou, Commissioner Cox,. Are 19 leased facll~t~es of S ace In Strategic Defense Command in 

21 at all? 
R 3) there any further questions? Are t icre any further questions 20 Huntsville, Alabama, ad been recommended as a candidate for 

21 further consideration. Chart 8 contains data associated with 
37- (No response.) 22 the option to relocate Space in Strategic Defense Command 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: What is the pleasure of tRe 
2 Commission with res ect to Army orts? 
3 COMMISSIO&R KLING: %lr. Chairm?~~. 
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Klmg. 
5 M O T I O N  
6 COMMISSIONER KLING: Concerning the circu~nstances 
7 that we've heard here, I'd like to move that the Oakland Anny 
8 Terminal, California, be added to the list of bases to be 
9 vnsidered by the Commission for closure or realignment, as a 

.posed chan e to the list of recommendations submitted by 
oPf Defense. 

w " c ' i " A % M A N  DIXON: Is there a second? 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chlairman. 
I 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comrmssioner Cornella? 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second the motion. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any further comment 
17 regardin this motlon? 
18 C~MMISSIONER COX: Mr. Chairman -- 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: I guess I'm really tt3m on this 
31 one. I understand that there is some symmetry between 
32 putting one on the east coast, and one on the west coast. On 
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I into government owned facilities. 
2 The staff questions the one-time.cost, if the 
3 organization moves into excess admi~llstrat~ve space at a 
4 government facility. Chart 9 com ares the i.mpact of that 
5 portion of ?viation troop commang movm ~ n t o  Redstone 
6 Arsenal, wlth that of Space and Strategic d efense Command. 
7 There is the potential to save significant construction 
8 costs, if space for Space and Strategic Defense Command were 
9 renovated, rather than being new construct~on. 

1 0  We're prepared to answer your uestlons. 
I 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you?or that presentation, 
12 Mr. Brown. Are there any questions for Mr. Ed Brown or his 
13 associates? 
14 (No response.) 
15 C H A M A N  DD(ON: Any Commissioner have any comment 
16 that ,the c o m s s i o n e r  cares to make, w ~ t h  respect to t h s  
17 part~cular subject matter? 
18 No res onse.) 
19 &HAIRbAN DIXON: I s  there a mo!ion by any 
20 commissioner with res ect to t h ~ s  presentat~on? 
21 M O T ~ O N  
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Based on the information we have 
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1 the other hand, I do believe we have to find a substantial 
1 deviation. What we have here is an operational argument 
3 that, at very least, they need one west coast o eratlon: And 
4 we're acting on information where we don't even 1: now which 
s ports are on each base. W e  don't have m front of us a list 
6 of what ports are avatlable. 
7 And we're second guessing the Army as to whether 
8 there's enough commercial on th? west coast, or not. And I 
9 realize that's something we're go!ng to look a!.. I don't 

' 10 believe we've met the standard of tpging a substantial -- 
1 I that we could find a substantial devlat~on. And ~t seems to 

1 2  me we're on a fishing expedition here. So, 1 would urge a no 
13 vote. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissior~er Cox for her 
15 contribution. Are there any further comment!$? 
16 (No response.) 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The counsel will call roll on the 

I I I 
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I here, and because I believe we ought to look at whether or 
2 not we can save monies b movin out of leased faalltles, I 
3 move .that the Space and Lrategicbefense Co-d leased 
4 facilities Huntsville, Alabama, be added to the 11st of 
5 bays  to be considered by the Commission.for closure or 
6 realignment, as a proposed chan e to the l ~ s t  of 
7 recommendations submitted by t t e  Secretary pf Defense. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: ,Thank you, Cqmmlssioner Cox. Is 
9 there a second to the c o m s s ~ o n e r ' s  mot~on? 

10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman, 1'11 second 
I I that motion. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele. 
13 It's rnoved and seconded that the Space and Strategic Command 
14 leased facility, Huntsville, Alabama, be placed on the list. 
15 The Chair wlshes to announce that, in accordance with his 
16 previous statement, he recuses h~mself on thls vote, because 
17 of the relationship of this vote to ATCOM. Counsel, call the 

18 motion. 
I MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. w MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Mon~oya? 
/ 12 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
I 
I 

I 

I8 roll. 
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
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1 no activities remaining at Fort Holabird. A Commission 
2 recommendation to close Fort Holabird will enable the Arm to 
3 dispose of property under the acceleratul provisions orthe 
4 Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. We're prepared to 
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I 5 answer our uestions. 
6 c ~ A I & A N  DIXON: Are there any quest,ions by any 
7 commissioner of Mr. Ed Brown, in connection w~ th  his 

- 1  8 presentation? Are there any? 
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1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are eight ayes 
4 and zero na s. 
5 C H A I ~ M A N  DIXON: The motion is adopted. Director 
6 Lyles, have you concluded the presentation with respect to 
7 every bit of sub'wt matter, to be placed before the 
8 consideration ofl this Commission on this date, regarding 
9 add-ons to the Swreta of Defense's list? 

l o  MR. LYLES: & sir, Mr. Chairmm. I believe we 
11 presented all of the matenal that we have to present t b s  
12 momln 
13  &AIRMAN DIXON: Now, I want to explain to the 
14 public at large what has occurred here. Under the statute 
15  that pertains to this subject matter, this Commission was 
1 6 requlred to act by Ma 17th, in connection with any add-ons 
17 to the list given to us the Secreta of Defense. 
18 It was a comblnd wisdom of 31 ei ht commirrioners 
19 that we should act early i fwe  could, so l%at ap add-ons 
20 would receive the a propnate attention to w h c  those add- K 
21 ons ace entitled, wi& respect to visitations to the 
22 individual bases and heanngs in the appropriate parts of the 

r 

No r nse.) 
&HAI%AN DIXON: Is there: a motion by any 

with respect to Fort Holabird, Maryland? 
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a 
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1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner X.ling? 
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 
4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye:. 
7 MS. CREEDON: commissioner Stele? 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.. 
9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner (Zomella? 

10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 
1 1  MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, there are seven ayes, 
12 one recusal, and zero na s. 
13 CHAIRMAN D I ~ O N :  Motion carries. 
14 MR. ED B R O W :  The next two charts, charts 10 and 
15 11, provlde mformatlon on Fort Holablrd, in Baltimore, 
16 Maryland. Fort Holab~rd is ~ncluded as a result of the 
17 Army's answer to a question for the record, from the March 
18 7th investigative heanng. These charts -- the chart on your 
19 nght shows $a@ associated wlth the altlarnative. 
20  Comrmsslon endorsement of the recommendation to 
21 move Investigation Contml and Automation Directorate of the 
22 Defense Investigative Service to Fort Meade, would result in 

motion. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele? 

M O T I O N  
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I move that Fort Holabird, 

Ma land,,be added to the list of bases to be considered by 
the?omssion for closure or realignment, as a proposed 
change to the list recom~nerldations submitted by the Secretary 
of Defense. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 tl!ank you, Commissioner Steele. 
Is there any second to the mot~on by Commissioner Steele? 
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COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chainnan, I second the 1 
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1 country, to accommodate the necessary testimony from all 
2 bases now affected by this add-on list. While we,technically 
3 have until May 17th, it is the firm intention of t b s  
4 Commission to a?d no further bases or  installations. 
5 Our work, ~n thls comect~on, 1s com leted. I do 
6 point out that there is another week, shoulasome emergency 
7 situation develo that has not been anticipated. By the 
8 careful study o 8 h e  entlre staff, and the careful 
9 evaluations of all commissioners, obviously, it could 

10 necessitate an emergency meeting. We do not expect that to 
1 1  happen. We do not expect that to hap en. We do expect tha 
12 this is the final action, and that no f%.hr meetings are 
13 antici ated, wlth respect to the question of add-ons. 
14 Birector Lylrs, do 1 appmpriatel express the view 
15 of staff and others ln connection w ~ t h  &s? 
16 MR. LYLES: Yes sir, Mr. Cha~rman. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments by 

1 8  any of my associates, or any other comments by the staff or 
19 comrniss~oners concerning this sub'ect matter? 

2 0  COMMISSIONER MONTO~A:  Mr. Chairman? 
2 1  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
2 2  COMMlSSIONER MONTOYA: I'd like to compliment Dave 

motion. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 thank you, Commissioner Robles. 

It has been moved and seconded that Fort Holabird, Mar land 
be pla& on the,list. Is then ayy iurBer comment gy any 
comrmssioner wlth respect to t h ~ s  rnotlon? 

No res onse.) 
LHAI&AN DMoN:  Counsel, call the rol 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commiss loner Cornella? 
COMMTSSTONER CORNELLA: Ave 
MS. ( 
COMMISSIONER COX: Age. 
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? - - 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Cornmiss;ioner Kling'? 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Cornmissioner Montoya? 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 
MS. CREEDON: Commis:sioner Robles? 
COM 

Lyles and his entire staff. We work hard, but I 
work about four times as hard -- the places they go, the - - 
support we oet. 

C H A I ~ M A N  DIXON: Amen to that. 
CO-MMlSSlONER MONTOYA: And the data has been 

straight torward, and understandable, and I want to thank I 1 
them: 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to second that motion. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Third. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm sure we all feel that way. I 

didn't say to you as I had to the others, Mr. Ed Brown, we'i 
indebted to you for this presentation. But we are indebted 
to thls statf. I want to sa to the folks In thls room, the 
public-at large, most ot t i' ese peo le have been doing this 
work tor years. They do outstanling work. The are 
motivared oqly by concerns for the publ!c welfare, andiwhat's 
r~ iht tor this great natlon and its natlonal secunty nee?s. 
4 e  are indebted to them, and ladies and gentlemen thls 
meeting to consider add-ons to the Secretary of ~efense 's  
list is ad'ourned. 

( d e  hearing was adjourned at 1255  p.m.) 




